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Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-567 

INDIVIDUALS 
84. Roger and Denice Aagard 
85. Jana Abrams (April 22) 
86. Jana Abrams (May 26) 
87. John and Mary Allan 
88. Ace Allred 
89. Bryan Allred 
90. David Allred 
91. Michael Alsop 
92. Connie Ames 
93. Mindy Ames 
94. Chet Andersen 
95. Brook Anderson 
96. Casey Anderson 
97. Clinton Anderson 
98. Corey Anderson 
99. Eugene Anderson 
100. Gregg Anderson 
101. Hazel Anderson (May 27) 
102. Hazel Anderson (May 30) 
103. Jane Anderson 
104. Jeff Anderson 
105. Jenna Anderson 
106. Jill Anderson 
107. Justin Anderson 
108. Kathy Anderson 
109. Kevin Anderson 
110. Lane Anderson 
111. Lee and Judy Anderson 
112. Lowell Anderson 
113. Maxine Anderson 
114. McKelle Anderson 
115. Pamela Anderson 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-568 

116. Paula Anderson 
117. Rian Anderson 
118. Ron Anderson 
119. Steven Anderson 
120. Thomas Anderson 
121. Tracy and Melanie Anderson 
122. Travis Anderson 
123. Trent Anderson 
124. Victor Anderson 
125. Wyatt Anderson 
126. Hayley Andrus 
127. David Angerhofer 
128. Kyle Arnoldson 
129. La Verl Ashcroft 
130. Justin Atkinson 
131. Natalie Atkinson 
132. Joyce and Gary Backus 
133. David Bailey 
134. Joseph Bailey 
135. Glen Bair 
136. Christy Baldwin 
137. Ron and Barbara Ballard 
138. Alexander Barton 
139. Denna Barton 
140. Derek Barton 
141. Kevin Barton 
142. Michael Barton 
143. Kathryn Baughman 
144. James and Julie Baxter 
145. Carol and LaMar Beardall 
146. LaMar Beardall 
147. Boyd Beck 
148. Cade Beck 
149. Mark Beck 
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150. Carol Beesley 
151. James Bench 
152. Lynda Bench 
153. Ralph Bench 
154. Steven Bench 
155. Jennifer Benson 
156. Jim Berlin 
157. Cameo Berlow 
158. Carolyn Bessey 
159. John and Sandra Bigler 
160. Jesse and Pauline Birch 
161. Lori Birch 
162. Troy Birch 
163. Valarie Black 
164. Casey Blackburn 
165. Kristine Blackburn 
166. Darlene Blackham 
167. Leonard and Laura Blackham 
168. Tim Blackham 
169. Alicia Blain 
170. Jeremiah Blain (May 20) 
171. Jeremiah Blain (May 27) 
172. Jon Blair 
173. Allen Boore 
174. Audrey Boore 
175. Danny Boore 
176. Nancy Boore 
177. Paul and Heidi Bouck 
178. Clark Bown 
179. Elise Bown 
180. Catherine Boyington 
181. Terry Bradley 
182. Janell and Owen Braithwaite 
183. Cheryl Brewer 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-570 

184. Robert and Paula Brewer 
185. Matthew Briggs 
186. Sheila Bringhurst 
187. Avrin and Boyd Brothersen 
188. Rich Brotherson 
189. Terry Brotherson 
190. Tom Brunner 
191. Vernon Buchanan 
192. Boyd Bunnell 
193. Virginia Butler 
194. Kathryn Carrillo 
195. Wade and Lynette Carter 
196. Morris Casperson 
197. Dan Joel Chidester 
198. Joel Chidester 
199. Alan and Jared Christensen 
200. Andy and Jennie Christensen 
201. Barbara Christensen 
202. Barry and Carrie Christensen 
203. Brent Christensen 
204. Daniel Christensen 
205. Devan Christensen 
206. Don L. Christensen 
207. Erick Christensen 
208. Garth Christensen 
209. Gene Christensen 
210. Gwen Christensen 
211. J. Gordon Christensen 
212. Jim and Leslee Christensen 
213. JoAnne Christensen 
214. Jordann Christensen and Family 
215. Karl and Carolyn Christensen 
216. Kassy Christensen 
217. Kevin Christensen 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-571 

218. LaMar Christensen 
219. Loran Christensen 
220. Michael and Celeste Christensen 
221. Reed and Myrla Christensen 
222. Rex Christensen 
223. Scott Christensen 
224. Tracy Christensen 
225. Wes Christensen 
226. Zeb Christensen 
227. Bruce Christenson 
228. Marian Christenson 
229. N. Tim Christenson 
230. Dennis Christiansen 
231. Diane Christiansen 
232. Gerald and Jennifer Christiansen 
233. Steven Christiansen 
234. Cameron Christison 
235. Gary and Frankie Christofferson 
236. Brandon Church 
237. Cody Church 
238. Kimbal and Carmel Clark 
239. Noel and Carol Clark 
240. Kathy and Robert Clift 
241. Brandon Cloward 
242. Perry Cloward 
243. Robert Clyde 
244. Doyce Coates 
245. Lynn Cook 
246. Thomas and Holly Cook 
247. Branch Cox 
248. Clint Cox 
249. David Cox 
250. Dorothy Cox 
251. Karl Cox 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-572 

252. Lee Cox 
253. Mark Cox 
254. Neal Cox 
255. Phyllis Cox 
256. Richard Cox 
257. Roger Cox 
258. Ross Cox 
259. Sandra Cox (May 27, 2010) 
260. Sandra Cox (May 30, 2010) 
261. Richard and Kaye Crane 
262. David Crosland 
263. Sandra Crosland 
264. Harold Cunningham 
265. Neal Curtis 
266. Wesley Curtis 
267. Cecil and Betty Cutler 
268. Linda Dahl 
269. Brent Daniels 
270. Robin Davis 
271. Thomas Davis 
272. Allen Day 
273. Thomas Day 
274. Wayne DeBate 
275. Blake DeMill 
276. Sonia DeMill 
277. Diane Denton 
278. Chad Dewey 
279. Darcie Dickinson 
280. Carol Dixon 
281. Blake Donaldson 
282. Boyd Donaldson 
283. Roy Drew 
284. LaMar Dyches 
285. Sheran Dyches and Mary Mower 
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286. Sally East 
287. Elwood and Louise Eddy 
288. Frank Eliason 
289. John and Lila Ericksen 
290. Terry Eyre 
291. Emily Fauz 
292. George Faux 
293. Darron Fewkes 
294. David Fillis 
295. Glen Flory and Susan Hamilton Flory (Letter) 
296. Glen and Susan Hamilton Flory (Email) 
297. Carrie Follett 
298. Kyle Follett (May 27, 2010, 5:58 p.m.) 
299. Kyle Follett (May 27, 2010, 2:06 p.m.) 
300. Reva Follett 
301. A. Joel Frandsen 
302. Kathy Frischknecht 
303. Brent and Patti Funk 
304. William Funk 
305. Debbie Gordon 
306. Garrett Gordon 
307. Phillip Gordon 
308. Daniel Green 
309. Jody Green (May 31, 2010) 
310. Jody Green (June 1, 2010) 
311. Norm and Ilene Greenhalgh 
312. Robert Greenwall and Duane Peterson 
313. Jeffery Greenwell 
314. LuAnn Greenwell 
315. Justin Grover 
316. Judith Gubler 
317. Kimberly Hackwell 
318. Fred Hadley 
319. Peter Hafen 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-574 

320. LuDene Hamilton 
321. DeAnna Hansen 
322. Debra Hansen 
323. Erma Hansen 
324. Harvey Hansen 
325. Holly Hansen 
326. Kristin Hansen 
327. LaRell Hansen 
328. Larry Hansen 
329. Lee Ann Hansen 
330. Niels Hansen 
331. Quay Hansen 
332. Spencer Hansen 
333. Zane Hansen 
334. Bryan Hansgen 
335. Howard Hansgen 
336. Don Hardy 
337. Lorie Hard 
338. Kenneth Harman 
339. Joel Harmon 
340. Peter Harvey 
341. Debbie Hatch 
342. Roy Hatch 
343. Steven Healey (May 22, 2010) 
344. Steven Healey (May 30, 2010) 
345. John Hendrickson 
346. Dale and Kay Henningson 
347. Cameron Hermansen 
348. Dave Hermansen 
349. Marlene Hermansen 
350. Reed Hill 
351. Scott Hintze 
352. Paul Hoffman 
353. Christianna Holman 
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354. David Holman 
355. R. Gayle Holman 
356. Michelle Howcroft 
357. Mike and Suzy Howell 
358. Owen Howell 
359. James and Thelma Howerton 
360. Michael and Renie Howerton 
361. Ralph Huddlestone 
362. Nathan Huntington 
363. Trine Huntington 
364. Gene and Carol Hyatt 
365. John Irons 
366. Joni Ison 
367. Carole Jackman 
368. Ferron Jackman 
369. George Jackman 
370. Valear Jackman (April 28, 2010) 
371. Valear Jackman (May 10, 2010) 
372. Bryce Jackson 
373. Dennis Jackson, John Mc Gugin, James Wilkinson 
374. Georgia Jackson 
375. Kim Jackson 
376. Carol Jacobsen 
377. Doug and Jolene Jacobson 
378. Eugene and Nancy Jensen 
379. Kathleen Jensen 
380. Kendal and Christine Jensen 
381. Kevin and Tammie Jensen 
382. Lynne Jensen 
383. Mardell Jensen 
384. Norman Jensen 
385. R. Jensen 
386. Rachel Jensen 
387. Wesley Jensen 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-576 

388. Amy Johansen, Evan Johansen, Steven Johansen, 
Amanda Johansen, Sabrina Johansen, Kevin Johansen 

389. Lori Johansen 
390. Mark Johansen 
391. Brian Johns 
392. Aaron Johnson 
393. Evan Johnson 
394. Randy Johnson 
395. Talisha Johnson 
396. Angie Jorgensen 
397. Carson Jorgensen 
398. Drew Jorgensen 
399. Jason Jorgensen 
400. Jenny Jorgensen 
401. Neil Jorgensen 
402. Shelby Jorgensen 
403. Taylor Jorgensen 
404. Alan Justesen 
405. Scott Justesen 
406. Gust Kalatzes 
407. John and Diane Keeler 
408. Shelley Keisel 
409. Con and Margaret Keller 
410. Kerry Kelly 
411. Joshua Kelson 
412. Vicki Kelson 
413. Paul and Roxanna Kendall 
414. Bryan Kimball 
415. Arthur King 
416. Robert King 
417. Jeff Lamb 
418. Phil Lambertsen 
419. Jim Lansbarkis 
420. Bruce Larsen 
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421. Christy Larsen 
422. Gary Larsen 
423. James Larsen 
424. Jon Larsen 
425. Julie Larsen 
426. Kal Larsen 
427. Karl Larsen 
428. Katie Jean Larsen 
429. Keith Larsen 
430. Kelly Larsen 
431. Kip Larsen 
432. Kirk Larsen 
433. Susan Larsen 
434. Wayne Larsen 
435. Melanie Lee 
436. Joshua Leek 
437. Dale Lewis 
438. Emily Lillie 
439. Shawn Lindow 
440. Belva Locke 
441. Larry Luke 
442. Alma Lund (Email) 
443. Alma Lund (Letter) 
444. Cheryl and Gary Lupo 
445. Debi Lusty 
446. Randy Lusty 
447. Nancy MacKay  
448. Jeremy Madsen 
449. Natasha Madsen 
450. Nick Madsen 
451. Priscilla Madsen 
452. Lance Maki 
453. Mindee Maki 
454. Larry Masco 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-578 

455. Sara Masco 
456. Miriam Mason 
457. Richard Mason 
458. Jack and Joan McAllister 
459. Todd and Shalynn McCall 
460. Leonard McCosh 
461. Jeff McDonald 
462. Charles McKay 
463. Ted Meikle 
464. Randy Mellor 
465. Tracy Mellor 
466. William Mickelson 
467. Beth Mikkelson 
468. Linda Miller 
469. Marie Miller 
470. Kris Mills 
471. Joseph Dylan Mincks 
472. Lynette Mincks 
473. Barbara Miner 
474. Florence Mitchell (May 2, 2010) 
475. Florence Mitchell (June 1, 2010) 
476. Matthew Mitchell 
477. Sterling Monk 
478. Glen Moore 
479. Alan Morley 
480. Greg Morley 
481. Diane Morris 
482. Clyde Mortensen 
483. A.J. Mower 
484. Glenn Mower 
485. Roland Mower 
486. Scott Mower 
487. Virginia Mower 
488. Brian Murray 
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489. Kathy Murray 
490. Grant Nelson 
491. Jerry Nelson 
492. Rachel Nelson 
493. Brandy Nielsen 
494. Marilyn Nielsen 
495. Richard Nielsen 
496. Russ Nielsen 
497. Brian Nielson 
498. Burke and Dixie Nielson 
499. J. Neil Nielson 
500. Richard Nielson 
501. Wayne Nielson 
502. Waylon Nunley 
503. Wayne Nunley 
504. David Nuttall 
505. Craig and Diane Oberg 
506. Craig Oberg 
507. G.O. (unidentified name) 
508. Diane Ogden 
509. Merrill Ogden 
510. Tom Ogden 
511. Betty Oliver 
512. Bree Olsen 
513. Corinne Olsen 
514. Darrel Olsen 
515. Jay Olsen 
516. Margo Olsen 
517. Michael Olsen 
518. Rich Olsen 
519. Scott Olsen 
520. Travis Olsen 
521. Tyler Olsen 
522. AnnJeanette Olson 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-580 

523. Glen Olson 
524. Larry and Sonja Orton 
525. Andy Osborne 
526. Maggon Osmond 
527. Keisha Otten 
528. Lynn and Geneene Page 
529. Charlene Palmer 
530. Guy Palmer 
531. Katrina Palmer 
532. Kenneth Palmer 
533. Nate Palmer 
534. Stacy Palmer 
535. Greg Parker 
536. Christopher Parry 
537. Kayce Parry 
538. Ramona Parry 
539. Ken Paulson 
540. Dale Peel 
541. David Peel 
542. Seth Petersen 
543. Charles Peterson 
544. Marjorie Peterson 
545. Russell Peterson 
546. William and Cindy Peterson 
547. Jason Pipes 
548. Jim Bob Pipes 
549. Don and Joan Pollock 
550. Cody and Linda Poulsen 
551. Christian Probasco 
552. Sarah Probasco 
553. Darin Ray 
554. Paul and Janice Ray 
555. Rebecca Rees   
556. George Richardson 
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557. Suzuan Richardson 
558. John Roper 
559. Rebecca Rosas 
560. Eric Rouska 
561. Karla Rouska 
562. Warren Royall 
563. Margaret Ruiz 
564. Robert Runyan 
565. Bryan Russell 
566. Carol Russell 
567. Neil Schauers 
568. Toby Schiess 
569. Larry Schlappi 
570. Mark Seastrand 
571. Donny Seely 
572. Haylee Seely 
573. K. Seely 
574. Ted and Tena Seely 
575. Terrel Seely 
576. Frank and Cherrie Servey 
577. Doug and Julie Shelley 
578. Deon and Sandra Sidwell 
579. Brent Simmons 
580. Kimberly Simons 
581. Kris Simons 
582. Dennis and Shirley Slack 
583. Dan Smith 
584. Dave Smith 
585. Erwin and Deon Smith 
586. Jan Smith 
587. Larry Smith 
588. Ross and Mary Smith 
589. Ryan Smith 
590. Verla Smith 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-582 

591. Erma Sorensen 
592. Lee Ray and Venice Sorensen 
593. Gregory Soter 
594. Sam Soter 
595. Dixie Spencer 
596. Richard Spotts 
597. Nolan and Carolyn Squire 
598. Sara Staker 
599. Tad Steadman 
600. Lloyd Stevens 
601. Marietta Stewart and Family 
602. David Strate 
603. Radene Sunderland 
604. Josh Swapp 
605. Helen Swensen 
606. Lisa Syme 
607. Jeanne, Tom, and Brian Taskar 
608. Eric Taylor 
609. Megan Taylor 
610. Sandra Taylor 
611. Evelyn Terry 
612. Jeanette Terry 
613. Ross Terry 
614. Scot Terry 
615. Theresia Terry 
616. Wanda Terry 
617. Coach “Frits” Tessers 
618. John and Rinda Thompson 
619. Todd Thorne 
620. Lynna Topolovec 
621. Michael Traina 
622. Kammy Tucker 
623. Lois Tucker 
624. JoAnn Turpin 
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625. Kevin Turpin 
626. Kory Turpin 
627. Kyle Turpin 
628. Brad VanDyke 
629. Larry Veenker 
630. Lanny Wakefield 
631. Brooks Walh 
632. Robert Walsh 
633. Roxey Washburn 
634. A. Kaye Watson 
635. Jeff and Laura Watson 
636. R. Dennis Watson 
637. Gerald and Shauna Wayman 
638. Barbara Wheeler 
639. Katerina Wheeler 
640. Mont Wheeler 
641. Darrell White (May 20, 2010) 
642. Darrell White (May 21, 2010) 
643. LuDean White 
644. Ronald Whiteley 
645. Scott Whitman 
646. Rodney Wilde 
647. Ernie Williams 
648. Chris Williams 
649. James and Kay Williams 
650. William Williamson 
651. Bradley Winn 
652. Richard Winn 
653. Barbara Wintch 
654. Elmo and Jo Ann Winward 
655. Norma Wocknitz 
656. Elizabeth Woodard 
657. Jon Woodard 
658. Cathy Woodward 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-584 

659. Ned Worthington 
660. Robert and Sandy Wright 
661. Anita Yardley  
662. Bret Yardley 
663. Cynthia Yardley 
664. Gene Yardley 
665. Jann Yardley 
666. Jay Yardley 
667. Russell Yardley 
668. Travis Yardley 
669. Gay Zabriskie (May 29, 2010, 8:53 p.m.) 
670. Gay Zabriskie (May 29, 2010, 9:01 p.m.) 
671. Glen Zumwalt 
672. Judy Zumwalt 
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84. ROGER AND DENICE AAGARD 

  

84-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-586 

85. JANA ABRAMS (APRIL 22) 

 

85-1 
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H-587 

86. JANA ABRAMS (MAY 26) 

  

86-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-588 

87. JOHN AND MARY ALLAN 

  

87-1 
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H-589 

88. ACE ALLRED 

  

88-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-590 

89. BRYAN ALLRED 

  

89-1 
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H-591 

90. DAVID ALLRED 

  

90-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-592 

91. MICHAEL ALSOP 

  

91-1 
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H-593 

92. CONNIE AMES 

  

92-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-594 

93. MINDY AMES 

93-1 
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H-595 

94. CHET ANDERSEN 

  

94-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-596 

95. BROOK ANDERSON 

  

95-1 
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H-597 

96. CASEY ANDERSON 

  

96-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-598 

97. CLINTON ANDERSON 

  

97-1 
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H-599 

98. COREY ANDERSON 

  

98-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-600 

99. EUGENE ANDERSON 

  

99-1 
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H-601 

100. GREGG ANDERSON 

  

100-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-602 

101. HAZEL ANDERSON (MAY 27) 

  

101-1 
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H-603 

102. HAZEL ANDERSON (MAY 30) 

 
  

102-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-604 

103. JANE ANDERSON 

  

103-1 
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H-605 

104. JEFF ANDERSON 

  

104-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-606 

105. JENNA ANDERSON 

  

105-1 
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H-607 

106. JILL ANDERSON 

  

106-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-608 

107. JUSTIN ANDERSON 

  

107-1 
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H-609 

108. KATHY ANDERSON 

  

108-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-610 

109. KEVIN ANDERSON 

  

109-1 
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H-611 

110. LANE ANDERSON 
  

110-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-612 

111. LEE AND JUDY ANDERSON 

  

111-1 
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H-613 

112. LOWELL ANDERSON 

  

112-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-614 

113. MAXINE ANDERSON 

  

113-1 
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H-615 

114. MCKELLE ANDERSON 

  

114-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-616 

115. PAMELA ANDERSON  

  

115-1 
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H-617 

116. PAULA ANDERSON 

  

116-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-618 

117. RIAN ANDERSON 

  

117-1 
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H-619 

118. RON ANDERSON 

  

118-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-620 

119. STEVEN R. ANDERSON 

  

119-1 
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H-621 

120. THOMAS ANDERSON 

  

120-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-622 

121. TRACY AND MELANIE ANDERSON 

  

121-1 
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H-623 

122. TRAVIS ANDERSON 

  

122-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-624 

123. TRENT ANDERSON 

  

123-1 
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H-625 

124. VICTOR ANDERSON 

  

124-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-626 

125. WYATT ANDERSON 

  

125-1 
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H-627 

126. HAYLEY ANDRUS 

 
  

126-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-628 

127. DAVID ANGERHOFER 

  

127-1 
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128. KYLE ARNOLDSON 

  

128-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-630 

129. LA VERL ASHCROFT 

  

129-1 
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H-631 

130. JUSTIN ATKINSON 

  

130-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-632 

131. NATALIE ATKINSON 

  

131-1 
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H-633 

132. JOYCE AND GARY BACKUS 

  

132-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-634 

133. DAVID BAILEY 

  

133-1 
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H-635 

134. JOSEPH BAILEY 

  

134-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-636 

135. GLEN BAIR 

  

135-1 
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H-637 

136. CHRISTY BALDWIN 

  

136-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-638 

137. RON AND BARBARA BALLARD 

  

137-1 
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H-639 

138. ALEXANDER BARTON 

 
  

138-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-640 

139. DENNA BARTON 

  

139-1 
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H-641 

140. DEREK BARTON 

  

140-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-642 

141. KEVIN BARTON 

  

141-1 
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H-643 

142. MICHAEL BARTON 

  

142-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-644 

143. KATHRYN BAUGHMAN 

  

143-1 
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H-645 

144. JAMES AND JULIE BAXTER 

  

144-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-646 

145. CAROL AND LAMAR BEARDALL 

  

145-1 
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H-647 

146. LAMAR BEARDALL 

  

146-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-648 

147. BOYD BECK 

  

147-1 
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H-649 

148. CADE BECK 

  

148-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-650 

149. MARK BECK 

149-1 
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H-651 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-652 

150. CAROL BEESLEY 

  

150-1 
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H-653 

151. JAMES BENCH 

  

151-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-654 

152. LYNDA BENCH 

  

152-1 
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H-655 

153. RALPH BENCH 

  

153-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-656 

154. STEVEN BENCH 

  

154-1 
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H-657 

155. JENNIFER BENSON 

  

155-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-658 

156. JIM BERLIN 

  

156-1 
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H-659 

157. CAMEO BERLOW 

  

157-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-660 

158. CAROLYN BESSEY 

  

158-1 
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H-661 

159. JOHN AND SANDRA BIGLER 

  

159-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-662 

160. JESSE AND PAULINE BIRCH 

  

160-1 
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H-663 

161. LORI BIRCH 

  

161-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-664 

162. TROY BIRCH 
  

162-1 
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H-665 

163. VALARIE BLACK 

  

163-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-666 

164. CASEY BLACKBURN 

 
  

164-1 
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H-667 

165. KRISTINE BLACKBURN 

  

165-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-668 

166. DARLENE BLACKHAM 

  

166-1 
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H-669 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-670 

167. LEONARD AND LAURA BLACKHAM 

  

167-1 
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H-671 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-672 

168. TIM BLACKHAM 

  

168-1 
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H-673 

169. ALICIA BLAIN 

  

169-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-674 

170. JEREMIAH BLAIN 
 

  

170-1 
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H-675 

171. JEREMIAH BLAIN 

171-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-676 

172. JON BLAIR 

  

172-1 
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H-677 

173. ALLEN BOORE 

  

173-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-678 

174. AUDREY BOORE 

  

174-1 
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H-679 

175. DANNY BOORE 

 
  

175-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-680 

176. NANCY BOORE 

  

176-1 
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H-681 

177. PAUL AND HEIDI BOUCK 

  

177-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-682 

178. CLARK BOWN 

  

178-1 
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H-683 

179. ELISE BOWN 

  

179-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-684 

180. CATHERINE BOYINGTON 
 
  

180-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-685 

 
  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-686 

181. TERRY BRADLEY 

  

181-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-687 

182. JANELL AND OWEN BRAITHWAITE 

  

182-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-688 

183. CHERYL BREWER 

  

183-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-689 

184. ROBERT AND PAULA BREWER 
 

  

184-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-690 

185. MATTHEW BRIGGS 

  

185-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-691 

186. SHEILA BRINGHURST 

  

186-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-692 

187. AVRIN AND BOYD BROTHERSEN 

  

187-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-693 

 

188. RICH BROTHERSON 

  

188-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-694 

189. TERRY BROTHERSON 

  

189-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-695 

190. TOM BRUNNER 

  

190-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-696 

191. VERNON BUCHANAN 

  

191-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-697 

192. BOYD BUNNELL 

  

192-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-698 

193. VIRGINIA BUTLER 

 
 
 

193-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-699 

194. KATHRYN CARRILLO 
  

194-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-700 

195. WADE AND LYNETTE CARTER 
 

  

195-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-701 

196. MORRIS CASPERSON 

  

196-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-702 

197. DAN JOEL CHIDESTER 

  

197-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-703 

198. JOEL CHIDESTER 

  

198-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-704 

199. ALAN AND JARED CHRISTENSEN 

199-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-705 

200. ANDY AND JENNIE CHRISTENSEN 

200-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-706 

201. BARBARA CHRISTENSEN 

  

201-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-707 

202. BARRY AND CARRIE CHRISTENSEN 

  

202-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-708 

203. BRENT CHRISTENSEN 

  

203-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-709 

204. DANIEL CHRISTENSEN 

  

204-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-710 

205. DEVAN CHRISTENSEN 

  

205-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-711 

206. DON L. CHRISTENSEN 

  

206-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-712 

207. ERICK CHRISTENSEN 

  

207-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-713 

208. GARTH CHRISTENSEN 

  

208-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-714 

209. GENE CHRISTENSEN 

  

209-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-715 

210. GWEN CHRISTENSEN 

  

210-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-716 

211. J. GORDON CHRISTENSEN 

  

211-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-717 

212. JIM AND LESLEE CHRISTENSEN 

212-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-718 

213. JOANNE CHRISTENSEN 

  

213-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-719 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-720 

214. JORDANN CHRISTENSEN AND FAMILY 

 
  

214-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-721 

215. KARL AND CAROLYN CHRISTENSEN 
  

215-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-722 

216. KASSY CHRISTENSEN 

  

216-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-723 

217. KEVIN CHRISTENSEN 

  

217-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-724 

218. LAMAR CHRISTENSEN 

  

218-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-725 

219. LORAN CHRISTENSEN 

  

219-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-726 

220. MICHAEL AND CELESTE CHRISTENSEN 

  

220-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-727 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-728 

221. REED AND MYRLA CHRISTENSEN 

 
 

221-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-729 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-730 

222. REX CHRISTENSEN 

  

222-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-731 

223. SCOTT CHRISTENSEN 

  

223-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-732 

224. TRACY CHRISTENSEN 
  

224-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-733 

225. WES CHRISTENSEN 

  

225-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-734 

226. ZEB CHRISTENSEN 

  

226-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-735 

227. BRUCE CHRISTENSON 

  

227-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-736 

228. MARIAN CHRISTENSON 
  

228-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-737 

229. N. TIM CHRISTENSON 

  

229-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-738 

230. DENNIS CHRISTIANSEN 
  

230-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-739 

231. DIANE CHRISTIANSEN 

  

231-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-740 

232. GERALD AND JENNIFER CHRISTIANSEN 

  

232-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-741 

233. STEVEN CHRISTIANSEN 

  

233-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-742 

234. CAMERON CHRISTISON 

  

234-1 

234-2 

234-3 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-743 

235. GARY AND FRANKIE CHRISTOFFERSON 

  

235-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-744 

236. BRANDON CHURCH 

  

236-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-745 

237. CODY CHURCH 

  

237-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-746 

238. KIMBAL R. AND CARMEL CLARK 

  

238-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-747 

239. NOEL AND CAROL CLARK 

  

239-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-748 

240. KATHY AND ROBERT CLIFT 

 
  

240-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-749 

241. BRANDON CLOWARD 

  

241-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-750 

242. PERRY CLOWARD 

  

242-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-751 

243. ROBERT CLYDE 

  

243-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-752 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-753 

244. DOYCE COATES 

  

244-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-754 

245. LYNN COOK 

  

245-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-755 

246. THOMAS AND HOLLY COOK 

  

246-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-756 

247. BRANCH COX 

  

247-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-757 

248. CLINT COX 

  

248-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-758 

249. DAVID COX 

  

249-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-759 

250. DOROTHY COX 

  

250-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-760 

251. KARL COX 

  

251-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-761 

252. LEE COX 
  

252-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-762 

253. MARK COX 

  

253-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-763 

254. NEAL COX 

  

254-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-764 

255. PHYLLIS COX 

  

255-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-765 

256. RICHARD COX 

  

256-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-766 

257. ROGER COX 

  

257-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-767 

258. ROSS COX 

  

258-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-768 

259. SANDRA COX (MAY 27, 2010) 

  

259-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-769 

260. SANDRA COX (MAY 30, 2010) 

  

260-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-770 

261. RICHARD AND KAYE CRANE 

  

261-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-771 

262. DAVID CROSLAND 

  

262-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-772 

263. SANDRA CROSLAND 

  

263-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-773 

264. HAROLD CUNNINGHAM 

  

264-1 

264-2 

264-3 

264-4 
264-5 

264-6 
264-7 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-774 

  

264-8 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-775 

265. NEAL CURTIS 

  

265-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-776 

266. WESLEY CURTIS 

  

266-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-777 

267. CECIL AND BETTY CUTLER 

  

267-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-778 

268. LINDA DAHL 

  

268-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-779 

269. BRENT DANIELS 

  

269-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-780 

270. ROBIN DAVIS 

  

270-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-781 

271. THOMAS DAVIS 

  

271-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-782 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-783 

272. ALLEN DAY 

  

272-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-784 

273. THOMAS DAY 

  

273-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-785 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-786 

274. WAYNE DEBATE 

  

274-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-787 

275. BLAKE DEMILL 

  

275-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-788 

276. SONIA DEMILL 

276-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-789 

277. DIANE DENTON 

  

277-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-790 

278. CHAD DEWEY 

  

278-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-791 

279. DARCIE DICKINSON 

  

279-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-792 

280. CAROL DIXON 

  

280-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-793 

281. BLAKE DONALDSON 

  

281-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-794 

282. BOYD DONALDSON 

  

282-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-795 

283. ROY DREW 

  

283-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-796 

284. LAMAR DYCHES 

  

284-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-797 

285. SHERAN DYCHES AND MARY MOWER 

285-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-798 

 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-799 

286. SALLY EAST 

  

286-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-800 

287. ELWOOD AND LOUISE EDDY 

  

287-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-801 

288. FRANK ELIASON 

  

288-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-802 

289. JOHN AND LILA ERICKSEN 

  

289-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-803 

290. TERRY EYRE 

  

290-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-804 

291. EMILY FAUX 

  

291-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-805 

292. GEORGE FAUX 

  

292-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-806 

293. DARRON FEWKES 

  

293-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-807 

294. DAVID FILLIS 

  

294-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-808 

295. GLEN FLORY AND SUSAN HAMILTON FLORY (LETTER) 

  

295-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-809 

296. GLEN AND SUSAN HAMILTON FLORY (EMAIL) 

  

296-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-810 

297. CARRIE FOLLETT 

 
  

297-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-811 

298. KYLE FOLLETT (MAY 27, 2010, 5:58 P.M.) 

  

298-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-812 

299. KYLE FOLLETT (MAY 27, 2010, 2:06 P.M.) 

  

299-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-813 

300. REVA FOLLETT 

  

300-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-814 

301. A. JOEL FRANDSEN 

  

301-1 

301-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-815 

302. KATHY FRISCHKNECHT 

  

302-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-816 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-817 

303. BRENT AND PATTI FUNK 

  

303-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-818 

304. WILLIAM FUNK 

  

304-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-819 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-820 

305. DEBBIE GORDON 

  

305-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-821 

306. GARRETT GORDON 

  

306-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-822 

307. PHILLIP GORDON 

  

307-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-823 

308. DANIEL GREEN 

  

308-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-824 

309. JODY GREEN (MAY 31, 2010) 

  

309-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-825 

310. JODY GREEN (JUNE 1, 2010) 

  

310-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-826 

311. NORM AND ILENE GREENHALGH 

  

311-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-827 

312. ROBERT GREENWALL AND DUANE PETERSON 

  

312-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-828 

313. JEFFERY GREENWELL 

  

313-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-829 

314. LUANN GREENWELL 

  

314-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-830 

315. JUSTIN GROVER 

  

315-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-831 

316. JUDITH GUBLER 

  

316-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-832 

317. KIMBERLY HACKWELL 

  

317-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-833 

318. FRED HADLEY 

  

318-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-834 

319. PETER HAFEN 

  

319-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-835 

320. LUDENE A. HAMILTON 

  

320-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-836 

321. DEANNA HANSEN 

  

321-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-837 

322. DEBRA HANSEN 

  

322-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-838 

323. ERMA HANSEN 

  

323-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-839 

324. HARVEY HANSEN 

  

324-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-840 

325. HOLLY HANSEN 

  

325-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-841 

326. KRISTIN HANSEN 

  

326-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-842 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-843 

327. LARELL HANSEN 

  

327-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-844 

328. LARRY HANSEN 

  

328-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-845 

329. LEE ANN HANSEN 

  

329-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-846 

330. NIELS HANSEN 

  

330-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-847 

331. QUAY HANSEN 

  

331-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-848 

332. SPENCER HANSEN 

  

332-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-849 

333. ZANE HANSEN 
  

333-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-850 

334. BRYAN HANSGEN 

  

334-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-851 

335. HOWARD HANSGEN 

  

335-1 

335-2 

335-3 

335-4 

335-6 

335-7 

335-8 

335-5 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-852 

336. DON HARDY 

  

336-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-853 

337. LORIE HARD 

  

337-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-854 

338-1 

338. KENNETH HARMAN 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-855 

339-1 

339. JOEL HARMON 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-856 

340-1 

340. PETER HARVEY 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-857 

341-1 

341. DEBBIE HATCH 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-858 

342-1 

342. ROY HATCH 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-859 

343-1 

343. STEVEN HEALEY (MAY 22, 2010) 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-860 

344-1 

344. STEVEN HEALEY (MAY 30, 2010) 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-861 

345-1 

345. JOHN HENDRICKSON 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-862 

346-1 

346. DALE AND KAY HENNINGSON 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-863 

347. CAMERON HERMANSEN 

  

347-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-864 

348-1 

348. DAVE HERMANSEN 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-865 

349-1 

349. MARLENE HERMANSEN 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-866 

350-1 

350. REED HILL 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-867 

351-1 

351. SCOTT HINTZE 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-868 

352-1 

352. PAUL HOFFMAN 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-869 

353-1 

353. CHRISTIANNA HOLMAN 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-870 

354-1 

354. DAVID HOLMAN 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-871 

355-1 

355. R. GAYLE HOLMAN 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-872 

356-1 

356. MICHELLE HOWCROFT 

 
 
 
 
  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-873 

357-1 

357. MIKE AND SUZY HOWELL 

 
  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-874 

358. OWEN HOWELL 

 
 
  

358-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-875 

359-1 

359. JAMES AND THELMA HOWERTON 

 
  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-876 

360-1 

360. MICHAEL AND RENIE HOWERTON 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-877 

361-1 

361. RALPH HUDDLESTONE 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-878 

362-1 

362. NATHAN HUNTINGTON 

 
  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-879 

363-1 

363. TRINE HUNTINGTON 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-880 

364-1 

364. GENE AND CAROL HYATT 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-881 

365-1 

365. JOHN IRONS 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-882 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-883 

366-1 

366. JONI ISON 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-884 

367-1 

367. CAROLE JACKMAN 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-885 

368-1 

368. FERRON JACKMAN 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-886 

369-1 

369. GEORGE JACKMAN 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-887 

370-1 

370. VALEAR JACKMAN (APRIL 28, 2010) 

 
  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-888 

371-1 

371. VALEAR JACKMAN (MAY 10, 2010) 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-889 

372-1 

372. BRYCE JACKSON 

 
  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-890 

373-1 

373. DENNIS JACKSON, JOHN MC GUGIN, JAMES WILKINSON 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-891 

374-1 

374. GEORGIA JACKSON 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-892 

375-1 

375. KIM JACKSON 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-893 

376-1 

376. CAROL JACOBSEN 

 
  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-894 

377-1 

377. DOUG AND JOLENE JACOBSON 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-895 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-896 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-897 

378-1 

378. EUGENE AND NANCY JENSEN 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-898 

379-1 

379. KATHLEEN JENSEN 

 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-899 

380-1 

380. KENDAL AND CHRISTINE JENSEN 

 
  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-900 

381-1 

381. KEVIN AND TAMMIE JENSEN 

 
  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-901 

382-1 

382. LYNNE JENSEN 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-902 

383-1 

383. MARDELL JENSEN 

 
  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-903 

384-1 

384. NORMAN JENSEN 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-904 

385. R. JENSEN 

  

385-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-905 

386. RACHEL JENSEN 

  

386-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-906 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-907 

387. WESLEY JENSEN 

  

387-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-908 

388. AMY JOHANSEN, EVAN JOHANSEN, STEVEN JOHANSEN, 
AMANDA JOHANSEN, SABRINA JOHANSEN, KEVIN JOHANSEN 

  

388-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-909 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-910 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-911 

389. LORI JOHANSEN 
  

389-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-912 

390. MARK JOHANSEN 

  

390-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-913 

391. BRIAN JOHNS 

  

391-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-914 

392. AARON JOHNSON 

  

392-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-915 

393. EVAN JOHNSON 

  

393-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-916 

394. RANDY JOHNSON 

  

394-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-917 

395. TALISHA JOHNSON 

 
  

395-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-918 

396. ANGIE JORGENSEN 

  

396-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-919 

397. CARSON JORGENSEN 

  

397-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-920 

398. DREW JORGENSEN 

  

398-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-921 

399. JASON JORGENSEN 

  

399-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-922 

400. JENNY JORGENSEN 

  

400-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-923 

401. NEIL JORGENSEN 

  

401-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-924 

402. SHELBY JORGENSEN 

  

402-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-925 

403. TAYLOR JORGENSEN 

  

403-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-926 

404. ALAN JUSTESEN 

  

404-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-927 

405. SCOTT JUSTESEN 

 
 
  

405-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-928 

406. GUST KALATZES 

  

406-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-929 

407. JOHN AND DIANE KEELER 

  

407-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-930 

408. SHELLEY KEISEL 

  

408-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-931 

409. CON AND MARGARET KELLER 

  

409-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-932 

410. KERRY KELLY 

  

410-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-933 

411. JOSHUA KELSON 

  

411-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-934 

412. VICKI KELSON 

  

412-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-935 

413. PAUL AND ROXANNA KENDALL 

  

413-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-936 

414. BRYAN KIMBALL 

  

414-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-937 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-938 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-939 

415. ARTHUR KING 

  

415-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-940 

416. ROBERT KING 

 

416-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-941 

417. JEFF LAMB 

  

417-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-942 

418. PHIL LAMBERTSEN 

  

418-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-943 

419. JIM LANSBARKIS 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-944 

 
  

419-1 

419-2 

419-3 

419-4 

419-5 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-945 

  

419-6 
419-7 

419-8 

419-9 

419-10 

419-11 
419-12 

419-13 

419-14 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-946 

  

419-16 

419-15 

419-17 

419-18 

419-19 

419-20 

419-21 

419-22 

419-23 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-947 

420. BRUCE LARSEN 

 
  

420-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-948 

421. CHRISTY LARSEN 

 
  

421-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-949 

422. GARY LARSEN 

  

422-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-950 

423. JAMES LARSEN 

  

423-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-951 

424. JON LARSEN 

  

424-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-952 

425. JULIE LARSEN 
  

425-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-953 

426. KAL LARSEN 

  

426-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-954 

427. KARL LARSEN 

  

427-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-955 

428. KATIE JEAN LARSEN 

  

428-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-956 

429. KEITH LARSEN 

  

429-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-957 

430. KELLY LARSEN 

  

430-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-958 

431. KIP LARSEN 

  

431-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-959 

432. KIRK LARSEN 

  

432-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-960 

433. SUSAN LARSEN 

  

433-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-961 

434. WAYNE LARSEN 

  

434-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-962 

435. MELANIE LEE 

435-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-963 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-964 

436. JOSHUA LEEK 

  

436-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-965 

437. DALE LEWIS 

  

437-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-966 

438. EMILY LILLIE 

  

438-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-967 

439. SHAWN LINDOW 

  

439-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-968 

440. BELVA LOCKE 

  

440-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-969 

441. LARRY LUKE 

  

441-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-970 

442. ALMA LUND (EMAIL) 

  

442-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-971 

443. ALMA LUND (LETTER) 

  

443-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-972 

444. CHERYL AND GARY LUPO 

  

444-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-973 

445. DEBI LUSTY 

  

445-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-974 

446. RANDY LUSTY 

  

446-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-975 

447. NANCY MACKAY  

  

447-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-976 

448. JEREMY MADSEN 

 
  

448-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-977 

449. NATASHA MADSEN 

 
  

449-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-978 

450. NICK MADSEN 

 
  

450-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-979 

451. PRISCILLA MADSEN 

  

451-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-980 

452. LANCE MAKI 

  

452-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-981 

453. MINDEE MAKI 

 
  

453-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-982 

454. LARRY MASCO 

 
  

454-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-983 

455. SARA MASCO 

  

455-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-984 

456. MIRIAM MASON 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-985 

  

456-1 

456-2 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-986 

457. RICHARD MASON 

  

457-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-987 

458. JACK AND JOAN MCALLISTER 

  

458-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-988 

459. TODD AND SHALYNN MCCALL 

 
  

459-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-989 

460. LEONARD MCCOSH 

 
  

460-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-990 

461. JEFF MCDONALD 

 
  

461-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-991 

462. CHARLES MCKAY 

 
  

462-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-992 

463. TED MEIKLE 

 
  

463-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-993 

464. RANDY MELLOR 

 
  

464-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-994 

465. TRACY MELLOR 

 
  

465-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-995 

466. WILLIAM MICKELSON 

 
  

466-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-996 

467. BETH MIKKELSON 

 
  

467-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-997 

468. LINDA MILLER 

 
  

468-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-998 

469. MARIE MILLER 
 
  

469-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-999 

470. KRIS MILLS 

 
  

470-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1000 

471. JOSEPH DYLAN MINCKS 

  

471-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1001 

472. LYNETTE MINCKS 

  

472-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1002 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1003 

473. BARBARA MINER 

 
  

473-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1004 

474. FLORENCE MITCHELL (MAY 2, 2010) 

  

474-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1005 

475. FLORENCE MITCHELL (JUNE 1, 2010) 

 
  

475-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1006 

476. MATTHEW MITCHELL 

 
  

476-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1007 

477. STERLING MONK 

 
  

477-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1008 

478. GLEN MOORE 

 
  

478-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1009 

479. ALAN MORLEY 

 
  

479-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1010 

480. GREG MORLEY 

 
  

480-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1011 

481. DIANE MORRIS 

 
  

481-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1012 

482. CLYDE MORTENSEN 

 
  

482-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1013 

483. A.J. MOWER 

 
  

483-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1014 

484. GLENN MOWER 

 
  

484-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1015 

485. ROLAND MOWER 

  

485-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1016 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1017 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1018 

486. SCOTT MOWER 

 
  

486-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1019 

487. VIRGINIA MOWER 

 
  

487-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1020 

488. BRIAN MURRAY 

  

488-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1021 

489. KATHY MURRAY 

  

489-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1022 

490. GRANT NELSON 

490-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1023 

491. JERRY NELSON 

  

491-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1024 

492. RACHEL NELSON 

  

492-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1025 

493. BRANDY NIELSEN 

  

493-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1026 

494. MARILYN NIELSEN 

  

494-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1027 

495. RICHARD NIELSEN 

  

495-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1028 

496. RUSS NIELSEN 

  

496-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1029 

497. BRIAN NIELSON 

  

497-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1030 

498. BURKE AND DIXIE NIELSON 

  

498-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1031 

499. J. NEIL NIELSON 

  

499-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1032 

500. RICHARD NIELSON 

  

500-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1033 

501. WAYNE NIELSON 

  

501-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1034 

502. WAYLON NUNLEY 

  

502-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1035 

503. WAYNE NUNLEY 

  

503-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1036 

504. DAVID NUTTALL 

  

504-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1037 

505. CRAIG AND DIANE OBERG 

  

505-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1038 

506. CRAIG OBERG 

  

506-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1039 

507. DIANE OGDEN 

  

507-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1040 

508-1 

508. G.O. (UNIDENTIFIED NAME) 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1041 

509. MERRILL OGDEN 

  

509-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1042 

510. TOM OGDEN 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1043 

 
 
  

510-2 

510-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1044 

  

510-8 

510-4 

510-3 

510-5 

510-6 

510-7 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1045 

  

510-9 

510-10 

510-11 

510-12 

510-13 

510-14 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1046 

  

510-15 

510-16 

510-17 

510-18 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1047 

  

510-19 

510-20 

510-21 

510-22 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1048 

  

510-23 

510-26 

510-24 

510-25 

510-28 

510-27 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1049 

 
 
 
  

510-30 

510-29 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1050 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1051 

511. BETTY OLIVER 

  

511-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1052 

512. BREE OLSEN 

  

512-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1053 

513. CORINNE OLSEN 

  

513-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1054 

514. DARREL OLSEN 

  

514-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1055 

515. JAY OLSEN 

  

515-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1056 

516. MARGO OLSEN 

  

516-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1057 

517. MICHAEL OLSEN 

  

517-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1058 

518. RICH OLSEN 

  

518-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1059 

519. SCOTT OLSEN 

  

519-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1060 

520. TRAVIS OLSEN 

  

520-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1061 

521. TYLER OLSEN 

  

521-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1062 

522. ANNJEANETTE OLSON 

  

522-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1063 

523. GLEN OLSON 

  

523-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1064 

524. LARRY AND SONJA ORTON 

  

524-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1065 

525. ANDY OSBORNE 

  

525-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1066 

526. MAGGON OSMOND 

  

526-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1067 

527. KEISHA OTTEN 

  

527-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1068 

528. LYNN AND GENEENE PAGE 

  

528-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1069 

529. CHARLENE PALMER 

  

529-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1070 

530. GUY PALMER 

  

530-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1071 

531. KATRINA PALMER 

  

531-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1072 

532. KENNETH PALMER 

  

532-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1073 

533. NATE PALMER 

  

533-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1074 

534. STACY PALMER 

  

534-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1075 

535. GREG PARKER 

  

535-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1076 

536. CHRISTOPHER PARRY 

  

536-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1077 

537. KAYCE PARRY 

  

537-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1078 

538. RAMONA PARRY 

  

538-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1079 

539. KEN PAULSON 

  

539-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1080 

540. DALE PEEL 

  

540-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1081 

541. DAVID PEEL 

  

541-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1082 

542. SETH PETERSEN 

  

542-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1083 

543. CHARLES PETERSON 

  

543-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1084 

544. MARJORIE PETERSON 

  

544-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1085 

545. RUSSELL PETERSON 

  

545-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1086 

546. WILLIAM AND CINDY PETERSON 

  

546-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1087 

547. JASON PIPES 

  

547-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1088 

548. JIM BOB PIPES 

  

548-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1089 

549. DON AND JOAN POLLOCK 

  

549-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1090 

550. CODY AND LINDA POULSEN 

  

550-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1091 

551. CHRISTIAN PROBASCO 

  

551-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1092 

552. SARAH PROBASCO 

 
 
  

552-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1093 

553. DARIN RAY 

  

553-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1094 

554. PAUL AND JANICE RAY 

  

554-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1095 

555. REBECCA REES   

  

555-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1096 

556. GEORGE RICHARDSON 

  

556-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1097 

557. SUZUAN RICHARDSON 

  

557-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1098 

558. JOHN ROPER 

  

558-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1099 

559. REBECCA ROSAS 

  

559-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1100 

560. ERIC ROUSKA 

  

560-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1101 

561. KARLA ROUSKA 

  

561-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1102 

562. WARREN ROYALL 

  

562-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1103 

563. MARGARET RUIZ 

  

563-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1104 

564. ROBERT RUNYAN 

  

564-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1105 

565. BRYAN RUSSELL 

  

565-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1106 

566. CAROL RUSSELL 

 
 

566-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1107 

567. NEIL SCHAUERS 

  

567-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1108 

568. TOBY SCHIESS 

  

568-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1109 

569. LARRY SCHLAPPI 

  

569-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1110 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1111 

570. MARK SEASTRAND 

  

570-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1112 

571. DONNY SEELY 

  

571-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1113 

572. HAYLEE SEELY 

  

572-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1114 

573. K. SEELY 

  

573-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1115 

574. TED AND TENA SEELY 

  

574-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1116 

575. TERREL SEELY 

  

575-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1117 

576. FRANK AND CHERRIE SERVEY 

  

576-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1118 

577. DOUG AND JULIE SHELLEY 

  

577-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1119 

578. DEON AND SANDRA SIDWELL 

  

578-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1120 

579. BRENT SIMMONS 

  

579-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1121 

580. KIMBERLY SIMONS 

  

580-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1122 

581. KRIS SIMONS 

  

581-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1123 

582-1 

582. DENNIS AND SHIRLEY SLACK 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1124 

583. DAN SMITH 

  

583-1 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1125 

584. DAVE SMITH 

  

584-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1126 

585-1 

585. ERWIN AND DEON SMITH 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1127 

586-1 

586. JAN SMITH 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1128 

587-1 

587. LARRY SMITH 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1129 

588-1 

588. ROSS AND MARY SMITH 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1130 

589-1 

589. RYAN SMITH 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1131 

590-1 

590. VERLA SMITH 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1132 

591-1 

591. ERMA SORENSEN 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1133 

592-1 

592. LEE RAY AND VENICE SORENSEN 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1134 

593-1 

593. GREGORY SOTER 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1135 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1136 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1137 

594-1 

594. SAM SOTER 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1138 

595-1 

595. DIXIE SPENCER 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1139 

596-1 

596. RICHARD SPOTTS 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1140 

597-1 

597. NOLAN AND CAROLYN SQUIRE 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1141 

598-1 

598. SARA STAKER 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1142 

599-1 

599. TAD STEADMAN 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1143 

600-1 

600. LLOYD STEVENS 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1144 

601-1 

601. MARIETTA STEWART AND FAMILY 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1145 

602-1 

602. DAVID STRATE 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1146 

603-1 

603. RADENE SUNDERLAND 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1147 

604-1 

604. JOSH SWAPP 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1148 

605-1 

605. HELEN SWENSEN 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1149 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1150 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1151 

606. LISA SYME 

  

606-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1152 

607-1 

607. JEANNE, TOM, AND BRIAN TASKAR 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1153 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1154 

608-1 

608. ERIC TAYLOR 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1155 

609-1 

609. MEGAN TAYLOR 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1156 

610-1 

610. SANDRA TAYLOR 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1157 

611-1 

611. EVELYN TERRY 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1158 

612-1 

612. JEANETTE TERRY 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1159 

613-1 

613. ROSS TERRY 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1160 

614-1 

614. SCOT TERRY 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1161 

615-1 

615. THERESIA TERRY 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1162 

616-1 

616. WANDA TERRY 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1163 

617-1 

617. COACH “FRITS” TESSERS 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1164 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1165 

618-1 

618. JOHN AND RINDA THOMPSON 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1166 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1167 

619-1 

619. TODD THORNE 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1168 

620-1 

620-2 

620. LYNNA TOPOLOVEC 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1169 

  

620-9 

620-3 

620-6 

620-7 

620-10 

620-8 

620-4 

620-5 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1170 

620-11 

620-14 

620-12 

620-13 

  



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1171 

621-1 

621. MICHAEL TRAINA 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1172 

622-1 

622. KAMMY TUCKER 
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623-1 

623. LOIS TUCKER 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1174 

624-1 

624. JOANN TURPIN 
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H-1175 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1176 

625-1 

625. KEVIN TURPIN 
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H-1177 

626-1 

626. KORY TURPIN 
  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1178 

627-1 

627. KYLE TURPIN 

 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1179 

628-1 

628. BRAD VANDYKE 

 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1180 

629-1 

629. LARRY VEENKER 
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H-1181 

630-1 

630. LANNY WAKEFIELD 

 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1182 
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631-1 

631. BROOKS WALH 

 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1184 

632-1 

632. ROBERT WALSH 
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Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1186 

633. ROXEY WASHBURN 

633-1 
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634-1 

634. A. KAYE WATSON 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1188 

635-1 

635. JEFF AND LAURA WATSON 
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636-1 

636. R. DENNIS WATSON 

 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1190 

637-1 

637. GERALD AND SHAUNA WAYMAN 
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638-1 

638. BARBARA WHEELER 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1192 

639-1 

639. KATERINA WHEELER 
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640-1 

640. MONT WHEELER 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1194 

641-1 

641. DARRELL WHITE (MAY 20, 2010) 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1195 

642-1 

642. DARRELL WHITE (MAY 21, 2010) 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1196 

643-1 

643. LUDEAN WHITE 
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644. RONALD WHITELEY 

644-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1198 

645-1 

645. SCOTT WHITMAN 
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H-1199 

646-1 

646. RODNEY WILDE 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1200 

647-1 

647. ERNIE WILLIAMS 
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H-1201 

648-1 

648. CHRIS WILLIAMS 

 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1202 

649-1 

649. JAMES AND KAY WILLIAMS 
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650-1 

650. WILLIAM WILLIAMSON 

 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1204 

651. BRADLEY WINN 

 

651-1 
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Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1206 
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H-1207 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1208 
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H-1209 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1210 
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H-1211 

 
 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1212 

652. RICHARD WINN 

 
 
 

652-1 
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H-1213 

653. BARBARA WINTCH 

 

653-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1214 

654. ELMO AND JO ANN WINWARD 

 

654-1 
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H-1215 

 
 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1216 

655-1 

655. NORMA WOCKNITZ 
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H-1217 

656-1 

656. ELIZABETH WOODARD 

 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1218 

657-1 

657. JON WOODARD 
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H-1219 

658. CATHY WOODWARD 

 

658-1 

658-2 

658-3 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1220 

659-1 

659. NED WORTHINGTON 
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660-1 

660. ROBERT AND SANDY WRIGHT 

 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1222 

661-1 

661. ANITA YARDLEY  
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662. BRET YARDLEY 

 

662-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1224 

663. CYNTHIA YARDLEY 

 

663-1 
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H-1225 

664. GENE YARDLEY 

 

664-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1226 

665-1 

665. JANN YARDLEY 
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H-1227 

666. JAY YARDLEY 

 

666-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1228 

667-1 

667. RUSSELL YARDLEY 
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H-1229 

668-1 

668. TRAVIS YARDLEY 

 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1230 

669. GAY ZABRISKIE (MAY 29, 2010, 8:53 P.M.) 

 

669-1 
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H-1231 

670. GAY ZABRISKIE (MAY 29, 2010, 9:01 P.M.) 

 

670-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1232 

671. GLEN ZUMWALT 

 

671-1 
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H-1233 

672-1 

672. JUDY ZUMWALT 
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H-1235 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 
Manti, Utah – April 28, 2010 

673. William Funk 
674. Miriam Mason 
675. Jack McAllister, Fairview Land and Livestock Company, President 
676. Dave McGinn 
677. Moroni Irrigation Company, Reed Rawlins, President 
678. PacificCorp, Cody Allred, Water Resources Engineer 
679. Larry Schlappi 
680. Mike Schlappi 
681. Trinker Irrigation Company, Glen Peel, President 
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H-1237 

673. WILLIAM FUNK 

 
 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1238 
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H-1239 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1240 

 
 
 
  

673-1 
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H-1241 

674-1 

674. MIRIAM MASON 

 
  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1242 
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H-1243 

675. JACK MCALLISTER, FAIRVIEW LAND AND LIVESTOCK COMPANY, 
PRESIDENT 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1244 

675-1 
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H-1245 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1246 
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H-1247 

676-1 

676. DAVE MCGINN 

 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1248 

 



Appendix H 
Comments and Responses 

 
 

H-1249 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1250 

677-1 

677. MORONI IRRIGATION COMPANY, REED RAWLINS, PRESIDENT 
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H-1251 

 
  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1252 

678-1 

678. PACIFICCORP, CODY ALLRED, WATER RESOURCES ENGINEER 
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H-1253 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1254 
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H-1255 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1256 
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H-1257 

679. LARRY SCHLAPPI 

  

679-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1258 
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H-1259 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1260 

680. MIKE SCHLAPPI 
 

  

680-1 
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H-1261 

 
  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1262 

681. TRINKER IRRIGATION COMPANY, GLEN PEEL, PRESIDENT 

 
 

681-1 
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H-1263 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1264 
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H-1265 
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H-1267 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 
Price, Utah – April 29, 2010 

682. Sandra Callor 
683. William D. Krompel, Carbon County Commissioner 
684. Mike Milovich 
685. PacificCorp, Cody Allred, Water Resources Engineer 
686. Parsons, Behle, and Latimer, Mike Malmquist, NEPA Attorney 
687. Price City, Joe Piccolo, Mayor 
688. Price City, Gary Sonntag, Public Works Director 
689. Price River Water Improvement District, Jeff Richins, District 

Manager 
690. Price River Water Improvement District, Ken Snook 
691. Lynna Topolovec 
692. Utah State House of Representatives, Representative Christine  

     Watkins, District 69 
693. Utah Rivers Council, Rosalie Woolshlage, Staff Attorney 
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H-1269 

682. SANDRA CALLOR 

 
  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1270 
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H-1271 

  

682-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1272 
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H-1273 

683-1 

683. WILLIAM D. KROMPEL, CARBON COUNTY COMMISSIONER 

 
  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1274 
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H-1275 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1276 
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H-1277 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1278 

684. MIKE MILOVICH 
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684-1 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1280 

  

684-4 

684-3 

684-6 

684-5 

684-2 
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H-1281 

  

684-7 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1282 

685-1 

685. PACIFICCORP, CODY ALLRED, WATER RESOURCES ENGINEER 
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Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1284 
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H-1285 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1286 
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H-1287 

686. PARSONS, BEHLE, AND LATIMER, MIKE MALMQUIST, NEPA ATTORNEY 

 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1288 

686-1 
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H-1289 

686-2 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1290 

686-3 

686-4 
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H-1291 

686-5 

686-7 

686-6 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1292 

687. PRICE CITY, JOE PICCOLO, MAYOR 
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H-1293 
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H-1294 

687-2 

687-1 
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H-1295 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1296 
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H-1297 

688-1 

688. PRICE CITY, GARY SONNTAG, PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR 

 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1298 
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H-1299 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1300 
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H-1301 

689. PRICE RIVER WATER IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT, JEFF RICHINS, DISTRICT 
MANAGER 

 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1302 

689-1 
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H-1303 

689-2 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1304 

690. PRICE RIVER WATER IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT, KEN SNOOK 
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H-1305 

690-1 

690-2 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1306 

690-3 
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H-1307 

690-4 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1308 

691-1 

691. LYNNA TOPOLOVEC 
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H-1310 
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H-1311 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1312 
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H-1313 

692-1 

692. UTAH STATE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, REPRESENTATIVE CHRISTINE  
WATKINS, DISTRICT 69 



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1314 
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H-1315 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1316 
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H-1317 

693-1 

693. UTAH RIVERS COUNCIL, ROSALIE WOOLSHLAGE, STAFF ATTORNEY 
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H-1318 
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H-1319 

  



Individuals 
 
 
 

H-1320 
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H-1321 

ADDITIONAL LETTERS 
694. Blake Howcroft 
695. Utah System of Higher Education, Cameron Martin, Associate 

Commissioner, Economic Development & Planning  
696. Utah Valley University, Exercise Science and Outdoor Recreation 

Management, M. Vinson Miner 
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H-1323 

694. BLAKE HOWCROFT 
 

694-1 



Additional Letters 
 
 
 

H-1324 

695. UTAH SYSTEM OF HIGHER EDUCATION, CAMERON MARTIN, ASSOCIATE 
COMMISSIONER, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING 

695-1 
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H-1325 

696. UTAH VALLEY UNIVERSITY, EXERCISE SCIENCE AND OUTDOOR 
RECREATION MANAGEMENT, M. VINSON MINER 

 

696-1 
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Comment  
Number Comment  

1.01	 Project facilities are described in Section 2.2.2, Proposed Action Alternative, of the 
final environmental impact statement (FEIS). 

1.02	 The text has been changed in section 3.6. Should the dam be approved for construction, 
it would be built to appropriate Federal or State seismic standards (i.e., Federal 
Guidelines for Dam Safety, Federal Emergency Management Agency [FEMA], 2005; 
and Requirements for the Design, Construction, and Abandonment of Dams, Utah 
Administrative Code [UAC] Rule R655-11, respectively). 

1.03	 Section 3.6, Geologic Resources, of the FEIS has been edited to include all seismic 
events including mining. 

2.01	 Comments addressed below in similar letter 3. 

3.01	 The mitigation measures would be included in construction contracts and other 
agreements to ensure their implementation. Mitigation measures would be concurrent 
with project construction. Should Reclamation fund the Narrows Project through the 
Small Reclamation Project Act (SRPA) loan program and and issue a license agreement 
for use of Federal land and environmental commitments are not kept, project funding 
and renewal of the license agreement could be withheld by the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation). In addition, the Section 404 permit issued by the U.S.Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) could restrict filling of the reservoir if environmental commitments 
are not met. 

3.02	 Mitigation measures were proposed and evaluated by an interagency team of water 
quality specialists. These measures rely, in part, on the assessments and estimates of a 
potential phosphorus reduction through stream restoration identified in the Scofield 
Reservoir total maximum daily load (TMDL), which was approved by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) September 1, 2000, according to Utah’s 2006 
305(b) report. The effectiveness of mitigation measures will be assessed by a water 
quality monitoring program. If identified improvements do not meet the required 
phosphorus load reduction target identified in the FEIS, then additional mitigation 
measures will be identified and implemented. Mitigation measures will be implemented 
prior to storage and diversion of water as part of the Proposed Action. The FEIS has 
been edited to include details of adaptive management regarding identification and 
implementation of mitigation measures. Additionally, from section 3.3, if the estimated 
phosphorus reduction of proposed mitigation measures does not equal or exceed the 
required reduction of 805 kilograms per year (kg/yr), then additional mitigation 
measures would be identified and implemented until the required reduction is reached. 

3.03	 Comment acknowledged. The EIS team complied with 40 Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) 1502.22 and acknowledges that some information is unavailable. To the extent 
there is available information, economic effects are analysed in Section 3.17, Economic 
and Social Resources. 

3.04	 The FEIS has been revised in section 3.12 to include the greater sage-grouse. Sage-
grouse habitat lost due to the proposed project would be replaced by habitat 
improvements to other areas. 

1  
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3.05	 Mitigation measures were developed by resource specialists and cooperating agencies 
with experience in addressing shortages to their resources. They were designed within 
the limits of the water rights and within the limits of land ownership. The low flow is 
defined by the water right and cannot be changed as a result of its effects. The low flow 
is an attempt to improve existing conditions where the stream goes dry at certain times 
of the year. Commitment to enforce mitigation measures and monitoring is described in 
the previous comment. 

3.06	 The environmental commitments reflect the necessity of long-term maintenance and 
inspection of water quality mitigation. 

3.07	 The water quality data presented in the SDEIS was the most current available through 
the EPA STORET Web site at the time of the writing and editing of the SDEIS (2010).  
As shown in the footnotes of tables 3-14, 3-15, 3-16, and 3-17, water quality data 
through 2007 is represented. 

3.08	 A water quality monitoring program will be developed and implemented as an 
environmental commitment if the project is approved. Monitoring will take place prior 
to implementation of the mitigation measures to identify specific locations of 
streambank improvements and to determine the reduction in phosphorus loading that the 
identified improvements will have. Water quality monitoring and identification of 
mitigation measures will be done in coordination with the Utah Division of Water 
Quality (UDWQ) and other Federal, State, and local agencies. Water quality 
monitoring will continue following implementation of the proposed mitigation measures 
to verify the effectiveness of those measures. The FEIS has been edited to clarify the 
commitment to water quality monitoring. 

3.09	 Section 3.3 of the FEIS identifies an annual phosphorus load reduction target of 
805 kg/year. The load reduction was identified from the eutrophication study. 
Mitigation measures were proposed and evaluated by an interagency team of water 
quality specialists. Specific locations for mitigation will be identified by a water 
quality monitoring program. If identified improvements do not meet the required 
phosphorus load reduction target identified in the FEIS, then additional mitigation 
measures will be identified and implemented. Mitigation measures will be implemented 
prior to storage and diversion of water as part of the Proposed Action. The FEIS has 
been edited to include details of adaptive management regarding identification and 
implementation of mitigation measures. 

3.10	 Comment acknowledged. To the extent there is available information, economic effects 
are analyzed in section 3.17. All of the costs of the proposed project are included in 
the loan application appended to the FEIS (appendix J), which should sufficiently 

               address this concern. 
3.11	 The criteria for approval of a loan under the SRPA and approval for the use of the land 

have been clarified and added to chapter 1. This is one of the criteria for approval of the 
SRPA loan and is used to evaluate the potential for the Sanpete Water Conservancy 
District (SWCD) to repay its obligation to the United States. 
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3.12	 SWCD does not anticipate revisions to the mitigation plan as part of the Section 404 
permit process. 

3.13	 Section 3.14 identifies four potential mitigation areas—one proposed mitigation area 
along Mud Creek and three alternative mitigation areas between Fairview Lakes and 
Narrows Reservoir and Manti Meadows. SWCD is willing to look at other alternatives 
for mitigation including possible mitigation opportunities along Fish Creek or 
Gooseberry Creek (if available). The environmental impact statement (EIS) team 
believes that the proposed and alternative areas are enough options to have successful 
mitigation. 

3.14	 As described in chapter 2, a wide-array of alternatives was evaluated in an effort to 
identify the “Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative.” In that process, 
an attempt was made to identify off-channel reservoir sites. Unfortunately, no viable 
off-channel reservoir sites are located within the project area. SWCD will provide an 
explanation of the alternatives that were considered in the Section 404 permit. 

3.15	 The analysis was updated and included in the text under section 3.12. Reclamation and 
SWCD would cooperate in implementing the measures prescribed in the Spotted 
Frog Conservation Agreement and Strategy (Final 1998) should the project be 
approved and implemented. 

All practical alternatives based on the outcome of the 1984 Agreement and the require- 
ments for late season irrigation have been explored, and the Proposed Action satisfies those 
requirements. Reclamation considered the economic impact in the FEIS, and an economic 
analysis of alternatives is included in the loan application appended to the FEIS (appendix J). 

3.16	 If the project is approved, SWCD will comply with current USACE mitigation 
guidelines. 

3.17	 The conversion of water from irrigation to municipal and industrial use will occur in 
stages. It is unknown at this time when water will be needed and how much water will 
be needed. 
 

3.18	 Pursuant to Reclamation law and policy, SWCD will be required, in the license 
agreement, to develop and implement a water conservation plan. The plan will contain 
definite goals, +appropriate water conservation measures, and a time schedule for 
meeting the water conservation objectives. SWCD currently has a water conservation 
plan that will need to be updated to include this additional water. During the revision, 
Reclamation will make every effort to ensure that it is consistent with our requirements 
by providing input for the new plan. 

4.01	 The FEIS has been revised in section 3.12 to include the greater sage-grouse. Sage-
grouse habitat lost due to the proposed project would be replaced by habitat 
improvements to other areas. 
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4.02	 The reference to mountain riparian habitat was added to Section 3.13, Vegetative 
Resources. The FEIS incorporates mitigation to fully compensate for adverse impacts 
to wetland resources. 

4.03	 Section 3.11, Wildlife, of the FEIS has been revised to include effects to migratory 
birds. Mitigative measures for these effects have been specified in the FEIS. 

4.04	 Mitigation measures have been appended to the FEIS to address this impact. As stated 
in Section 3.12, Threatened and Endangered Species, of the FEIS, “Prior to construction 
of the proposed project, greater sage-grouse habitat would be surveyed for any use by 
these birds. If active nests are found in the area, construction would be delayed until 
these birds have left their nests, probably in early June. A survey for golden eagle nest 
use would be conducted prior to construction. If active nests are found, construction 
activities within 0.5 miles of the nest would not be allowed from January 1–August 31.” 

4.05	 The Partners in Flight data were not added; instead, the Habitat Evaluation Procedure 
was used. Impacts to migratory bird species are covered in Section 3.11, Wildlife, of 
the FEIS. 

4.06	 Raptor protection measures have been incorporated into appendix G of the FEIS. 

4.07	 The rehabilitation of the existing Narrows Tunnel was not believed to cause additional environ-
mental effects, and the action was completed while this FEIS was being finalized. No effects on 
habitat were observed or expected. This action was covered by a USDA Forest Service 

                NEPA document.
4.08	 All of the above features of the proposed project have been analyzed in the FEIS. They 

would have short-term negative impacts to wildlife habitat. These effects would occur 
during construction when wildlife would be displaced to other nearby similar habitats. 
Wildlife would continue to be affected until these areas are revegetated and restored to 
preproject conditions. 

4.09	 The FEIS has been revised to include effects to greater sage-grouse. Sage-grouse 
habitat lost, due to the proposed project, would be replaced by habitat improvements to 
other areas. The FEIS also incorporates mitigation to fully compensate for adverse 
impacts to wetland resources. The FEIS has been revised to include effects to 
migratory birds, and mitigative measures for these effects have been specified in the 
FEIS. 

4.10	 Climate change is discussed in sections 1.7 and 3.3. As stated there, climate change 
models have not been developed with sufficient detail or sensitivity to capture small 
projects such as the proposed Narrows Project, which involves storage and distribution 
of 5,400 acre-feet of water per year. Without downscaled models addressing climate 
change at this project level, at this time, a meaningful analysis of a small project cannot 
be achieved. 
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4.11	 Reclamation's purpose and need is described as considering approval of SWCD's SRPAloan 
application to build the Narrow's Project and SWCD's request for authorization to use withdrawn 
lands to construct and operate the proposed dam and reservoir (section 1.4 of the FEIS).
SWCD has stated its primary purpose of the project is to supply additional irrigation water to 
lands that are serviceable and secondary to deliver water for municipal and industrial (M&I) 
purposes. The projections for Sanpete County show that additional M&I water may be needed 
in the future; however, there is no current plan for such a conversion. Based on the 
U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) NEPA regulations, the lack of a definite plan or 
proposal for such a conversion means the M&I water conversion would not be 
reasonably foreseeable; therefore, analysis of such a conversion would be speculative. 
Based on this, SWCD has determined that it could convert irrigation water over to 
M&I uses based on that need if it materializes. Existing water supplies for the area are 
not sufficient to cover the anticipated needs. 

4.12	 A discussion has been added to Section 3.11, Wildlife, covering the possible use of the 
project area by eagles; and appropriate mitigation measures have been included in an 
appendix (appendix D). 

4.13	 A discussion has been added to the FEIS (section 3.12.3.2) covering the possible use of the 
project area by greater sage-grouse and appropriate mitigation measures. Sage-grouse habitat 
lost due to the proposed project would be replaced by habitat improvements to other areas. 

4.14	 The analysis was updated and included in the text under Section 3.12, Threatened and 
Endangered Species. Reclamation and SWCD would cooperate in implementing 
the measures prescribed in the Spotted Frog Conservation Agreement and 
Strategy (Final, 1998) should the project be approved and implemented. 

4.15	 Reclamation maintains that bluehead sucker (Catostomus discobolus ) and flannelmouth 
sucker (Catostomus Latipinnis ) would not be significantly affected by the proposed 
project. Peak streamflow in the Price River at Woodside would not be decreased 
appreciably. 

4.16	 The proposed mitigation replaces a quantity of habitat units for an equal or larger 
quantity of habitat units lost. The method used to evaluate the effects is a Habitat 
Evaluation Procedure—a “species habitat” approach to impact assessment and habitat 
quality. The program uses selected species as indicators to evaluate habitat for a host of 
other species, assuming that these indicator (evaluation) species are functioning units of 
part of an ecosystem. Impacts to a particular indicator species assume that there also 
would be impacts to the group of the species it represents. Habitat Suitability Indices 
(HSI) were ascertained for each evaluation (indicator) species. The project includes a 
comprehensive monitoring and maintenance program; and a list of detailed mitigation 
commitments, designed to ensure that the actual functions of the lost aquatic and 
wildlife habitat values are replaced by mitigation measures. 

4.17	 The conversion of upland habitat to wetland habitat is a mitigation measure for the 
proposed project. Reclamation considers these proposed actions as beneficial to 
wildlife since they replace important and less common wetland habitats that may be 
impacted by the proposed project. 
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4.18	 The FEIS specifies that these easements would be held by the United States. The 
precise mitigation and monitoring requirements to be adopted if the proposal is 
approved would be specifically described prior to construction. 

4.19	 Comment acknowledged.  Averages are based on the 1960–2002 hydrologic 
period of record. The hydrologic analysis uses United States Geological Survey 
(USGS) stream gauge data, and a majority of the the USGS stream guage data was 
discontinued in 1989 and 2003. The additional effort to add 1 year of stream gauge 
data results in an insignificant improvement in the overall analysis. 

4.20	 The FEIS recognizes that flow reductions in Lower Gooseberry Creek and Fish Creek 
would negatively affect aquatic resources. These impacts are addressed through 
mitigation measures. 

4.21	 Change were made to Section 3.1, Water Resources. See also Section 3.14, Wetland 
Resources. 

4.22	 We updated section 3.1 to be more explanatory. The Proposed Action would impact 
only storage releases. Direct flow rights that have a senior priority date to the Narrows 
water rights would be unaffected by the project. During the spring filling period, 
Scofield Reservoir releases are typically made to prevent the over filling or to ensure 
downstream senior water rights are fully satisfied. During average and wet 
hydrological years, senior water rights are often satisfied by tributary flows below 
Scofield Reservoi,r and spring time releases from Scofield Reservoir are governed 
primarily by filling concerns for both the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives. 
Under dry hydrologic conditions, tributary flows generally do not meet the required 
downstream direct flow rights, and additional releases from Scofield Reservoir are 
necessary under both the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives. 

4.23	 We updated section 3.1 to be more explanatory. Please see the water resources section 
of the FEIS. Scofield Reservoir was enlarged to mitigate any potential adverse effects 
of the Proposed Action; therefore, any potential impacts are already mitigated in part by 
the reservoir enlargement. 

4.24	 Effects to the fishery above the proposed project are described in Section 3.10, 
Fisheries, of the FEIS. 

4.25	 Cutthroat trout mentioned in the FEIS are Yellowstone cutthroat trout, (Oncorhynchus 
clarkii bouvieri ). 

4.26	 The FEIS has been updated and now identifies these areas as blue ribbon fisheries. 
Scofield Reservoir would be operated within the range of historic operations. Peak 
flows may be reduced in some years. Riparian and aquatic habitats and animals 
dependant on these habitats, including fish, would not be significantly affected by these 
changes. 

4.27	 Data used to evaluate habitat conditions is the most recent available. The Utah Division 
of Wildlife Resources has been and will be invited during implementation of the 
mitigation measures to provide any comments they may have on the proposed project, 
including providing more recent information if available. 
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4.28	 Section 3.10, Fisheries, indicates the proposed project likely would not negatively affect 
the fishery in Lower Fish Creek below Scofield Reservoir. The proposed project would 
not change the normal operation of Scofield Dam. 

4.29	 Scofield Reservoir would be operated within normal parameters. Affects to flows, 
attributable to the proposed project below Scofield Dam, would not significantly affect 
fish species. 

4.30	 The bed material of this reach of Cottonwood Creek consists of bedrock, boulders, and 
cobble that would remain stable under these flow conditions. Stream channel 
morphology would not be affected by the Proposed Action. 

4.31	 Minimum flows from the proposed dam would be released during filling and thereafter. 

4.32	 Reclamation considers that information concerning fish populations in effected 
waterbodies has been adequately collected and discussed in the FEIS.  SWCD 
mitigation and monitoring requirements to be adopted if the proposal is approved will 
be specifically described prior to construction. 

4.33	 Table 3-11 of the FEIS specifies a 2-cubic-foot-per-second (cfs) winter release to 
Cottonwood Creek as a mitigation commitment. 

4.34	 The effects of the pipelines to wetlands is described in the Section 3.14, Wetland 
Resources. 

4.35	 This comment questions whether the SDEIS is correct in stating that these wetlands are 
“not unique to the area.” Reclamation concurs with the commenter in that riparian 
wetlands, in general, are unique because of their limited distribution. Further, the 
SDEIS was not stating that the wetlands, in general, are not unique. Rather, the SDEIS 
and the subsequent FEIS are merely stating that the wetlands found in the Gooseberry 
drainage are not unique to the area. Wetlands found in the Gooseberry drainage are 
common. 

4.36	 Section 2.2.2.2.3.4 of the FEIS clearly states that the alternative method of stabilizing 
and narrowing the Middle Gooseberry Creek channel by using earthmoving equipment 
was eliminated from further consideration. Instead, it lists a number of methods that 
will be used, such as cover logs, depositional structures, organic riprap treatments, rock 
clusters, rock deflectors, and rock weirs. These methods have proven to be successful 
in other locations, such as the middle Provo River stream restoration. 

4.37	 The status of willows in the creeks was added to the text. 
4.38	 For mitigation purposes, SWCD would follow the approved USACE Mitigation 

Guidelines. If the project is approved, SWCD would work with the USACE and 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) to find other alternatives that will ensure a 
permanent hydrology source to help with the establishment and success of the 
hydrolytic vegetation and not impair the wetland function. 

4.39	 Comment noted; but in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Mitigation and Monitoring 
Proposal Guidelines of December 30, 2004, there is no guidance to the effect that 
mitigation can’t be fulfilled on a different watershed. Further, the Manti Meadows is 
one of the alternative options for mitigation, not the proposed mitigation option that is 
adjacent to Mud Creek Area near Scofield Reservoir. 
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4.40	 We did not append the study conducted in 2009 by Franson Civil Engineers on the 
Effects of the Narrows Project on the Riparian Vegetation in Fish and Gooseberry 
Creeks, but it is part of the project record.  It and other mitigation measures have 
been reviewed by Reclamation. 

4.41	 We tried to expand the analysis of direct effects rather than cumulative effects. 
4.42	 The gaining and losing characteristics of the streams within the project area suggested 

that as long as there is water availability, vegetation would not decrease, nor would 
there be any adverse effects to riparian vegetation. 

4.43	 The description of cumulative effects on water quality in the FEIS has been edited 
accordingly. 

4.44	 These sections were reviewed and edited as appropriate. 
4.45	 The Scofield Reservoir TMDL document is included in the FEIS bibliography. The 

West Colorado Watershed TMDL document, which includes the Price River watershed, 
has been included in the FEIS bibliography. These documents have been referenced 
in the description of cumulative effects on water quality. 

5.01	 The EIS team believes that the funds for all mitigation or avoidance measures would 
have to be included in either the funding provided by SWCD directly or through 
the Federal loan. We believe that the funds would come from the applicant and that 
they could not apply any revenues obtained from camping to pay for these costs. 

5.02	 This would have to be worked out between SWCD and the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture Forest Service (USDA Forest Service) or Reclamation. 

5.03	 Reclamation updated the information and included that which was readily available. 

5.04	 Reclamation disagrees that all mitigation must be done within the national forest 
boundary. The subject mitigation will be completed primarily within the area of project 
influence, which includes lands both inside and outside of the national forest boundary. 
In the USACE Mitigation and Monitoring Proposal Guidelines of December 30, 2004, 
there is no guidance to the effect that mitigation cannot be fulfilled on a different 
watershed. 

5.05	 The Service responded to Reclamation in writing during scoping, but did not request 
a new consultation. Reclamation considers that the Biological Opinion, prepared in 
2000, adequately addresses impacts of the proposed project on threatened, endangered, 
and candidate species. The FEIS has considered other information regarding these 
species current listing, status, and ranges. 

5.06	 All data in the FEIS were reviewed by resource specialists and updated if deemed 
necessary based on the comments received and as new data became available. 
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5.07	 Averages are based on the 1960–2002 hydrologic period of record. The hydrologic 
analysis uses USGS stream gauge data, and a majority of the USGS stream gauge data 
was discontinued in 1989 and 2003. The additional effort to add 1 year of stream gauge 
data results in an insignificant improvement in the overall analysis. 

5.08	 Averages are based on the 1960–2002 hydrologic period of record. The hydrologic 
analysis utilizes USGS stream gauge data, and a majority of the USGS stream gauge 
data was discontinued in 1989 and 2003. The additional effort to add 1 year of stream 
gauge data results in an insignificant improvement in the overall analysis. 

5.09	 Price River flows below Scofield Reservoir that would impact the municipal water 
supply for Helper and Price were analyzed, and there was no significant difference from 
the flow analysis outlined in the FEIS. No further analysis is needed. 

5.10	 Negative impacts to aquatic resources are presented in the FEIS. All negative impacts 
to aquatic resources would be mitigated. 

5.11	 Based on the information gathered, the 1983 report referenced in the SDEIS is the most 
recent estimate of tributary phosphorus loading. It is worth noting that the Scofield 
Reservoir TMDL document, which was approved in 2000, references the same 1983 
report for tributary phosphorus loading. 

5.12	 The document, Scofield Reservoir Restoration through Phosphorus Control (Judd, 
1992) describes past efforts to reduce phosphorus loading to Scofield Reservoir. The 
time period is approximately 1984–1990. More recent restoration efforts on Mud Creek 
were completed in 2010 by the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources. Reclamation is 
not aware of other restoration efforts or their timeframe. As indicated in the response to 
comment 5.13 the Utah Division of Water Quality is not aware of a summary of other 
past restoration efforts. 

5.13	 According to the 2008 Non-Point Source Pollution Management Program Annual 
Report,  jointly prepared by the Utah Department of Environmental Quality and the 
Utah Department of Agriculture and Food, a grazing management project in the 
Scofield Reservoir drainage was estimated to reduce phosphorus loading by 
500 kilograms. Monitoring of recent restoration efforts on Mud Creek, which were 
completed in 2010 by the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources using EPA 319 funds, is 
ongoing. The Utah Division of Water Quality was contacted regarding this question 
and is not aware of a summary or of results from other past restoration efforts. 

5.14	 The EIS team searched for additional data and most of those years were not available. 
Data that was available was added, and the FEIS was updated. The new data made no 
significant difference in the results. 

5.15	 The study period for flushing rates in Scofield Reservoir was 1960–2005, as depicted in 
figure 3-7. 

5.16	 The increase for in-lake phosphorus concentrations is described in section 3.3.3.2.2 of 
the SDEIS and is an increase of 10.8 percent (% ) (from 0.0279 to 0.0309 milligrams 
per liter [mg/L]). This statement in the FEIS also has been edited. 
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5.17	 The referenced paragraph has been edited. 
5.18	 No, these items were not analyzed in this document. This comment is outside the scope 

of the FEIS. 
5.19	 This statement has been edited. 
5.20	 This statement has been edited. 
5.21	 This statement has been edited. 
5.22	 There are several potential mitigation sites considered in the FEIS. Some sites may or 

may not be available. SWCD is committed and required to meet their mitigation 
requirements through a combination of any sites available at the time of construction. 

5.23	 Reclamation concurs with the commenter that riparian wetlands, in general, are unique 
because of their limited distribution. Further, the SDEIS is not stating that the 
wetlands, in general, are not unique. Rather, the SDEIS is merely stating that the 
wetlands found in the Gooseberry drainage are not unique to the area. Wetlands found 
in the Gooseberry and Fish Creeks drainages are common. 

5.24	 The data and analysis are found in a study conducted in 2009 by Franson Civil 
Engineers. 

5.25	 The current outer bounds of the communities likely would be unchanged. 
5.26	 The Narrows FEIS has been updated to include the 2009 State Comprehensive 

Recreation Plan (SCORP). 
5.27	 The purpose of the 1979 survey was to, “inventory the primary impact area for cultural 

resources” and to “gather data for use in understanding the significance of high altitude 
areas in Utah and Basin-Plateau prehistory” (Singer 1979:2). The undertaking has not 
been initiated and would not be unless one of the action alternatives is selected. 

5.28	 Reclamation consulted with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) in a letter 
dated September 10, 1997, and again on January 25, 2007, by phone. The SHPO 
concurred with the cultural resource commitments and agreed that they were adequate 
in complying with Reclamation’s responsibilities under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) regarding cultural resource compliance with Section 
106 of the NHPA associated with the Narrows Project (see appendix E). Again, the 
undertaking has not been initiated. 

5.29	 The FEIS has been edited to reflect the correct information. 
5.30	 This statement has been edited. 
5.31	 Should the project go forward and the design work on the dam be finalized, current 

seismic and landslide data would be reviewed to aid with mitigation and design.  
Additional geologic field evaluation and assessment of the dam and reservoir site 
will be performed to address the proximal active faults associated with the site and 
will further characterize the earth materials underlying the dam site, reservoir, 
and reservoir rim. Designs would incorporate maximum accelerations associated with 
natural and/or manmade seismic events that are determined or probable that could 
potentially occur in the area. Mitigation for other potential geologic hazards also would 
be integrated into the design. 
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5.32	 The tunnel capacity is 60 cfs. However, in 2.2.2.2.2.5, a commitment is made to shut 
off the tunnel when the flow at the mouth of the Cottonwood Creek canyon exceeds 
100 cfs (including natural flow from the Cottonwood Creek drainage and Narrows 
Project water delivered through the tunnel). This only would happen during high runoff 
events such as snowmelt or thunderstorms. The 2-year peak flow in Cottonwood Creek  
is about 100 cfs. That is the flow that the stream can accommodate without causing 
flooding or damage to the channel. 

5.33	 The 1968 average year was determined by ranking water volume for each year from  
1960–2002 and choosing the corresponding median volume of water. Modeling methodology 
are disclosed in a new appendix (appendix I) that describes the modeling in detail. 

5.34	 The Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Endangered Species Act were considered in the 
FEIS. The list you are referring to are those that were determined to have no effect from 
the proposed action. 

5.35	 See section 4.5 of the FEIS. 
5.36	 Figure 1-1 shows results of a USGS water use trends study in the desert Southwest. 

The counties listed are those used in the study as an example of water use in Utah. 
Effects on Carbon County resources were considered by the EIS team throughout the 
FEIS. 

5.37	 The justification of the Narrows Project is to provide needed water and enable SWCD to 
act on its non-Federal Narrows Project water right.  The justification for the Narrows Project 
is not to be 'different' from other developed recreation areas but to help offset the projected 
future pressure from an increasing population.  Fishing and recreation are not "needs" in the 
sense that, standing alone, they would warrant construction of a dam.  In the FEIS, these 
functions are described in section 1.4 as “additional benefits.” 

5.38	 The new route is not fully designed; however, the agency or agencies with legal 
jurisdiction would be granting the easement or whatever permit would be required. 

5.39	 The responsibility for operation and maintenance (O&M) oversight, which includes all 
facility inspections, as well as oversight of dam safety, would fall under the pervue 
of the Utah State Engineer’s office.
 

5.40	 Since the Narrows Reservoir is not a Federal project, it is unclear who would manage 
the recreation or if fees would be collected. These specific details would need to be 
negotiated among the interested parties and those agencies with jurisdiction. 

5.41	 The impacts of the Narrows Project are most pronounced near the reservoir. Effects to 
the fishery are in Section 3.10, Fisheries. 

5.42	 The restoration of streamflow in the Gooseberry Creek tributaries is meant as partial 
mitigation for impacts to fishery below the proposed reservoir. 
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5.43	 Yes, private land would have to be acquired. See section 2.2. It should be noted that 
the Small Reclamation Projects Act requires that the sponsor have all necessary title to 
lands or easements necessary for the project prior to initiating construction. Also, as 
stated in the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) Report, it is the Sanpete 
Water Conservancy District's intention to totally mitigate all impacts, where possible, 
and to the extent possible, to find mitigation measures that could be implemented “in 
place” and/or “in kind.” The recommendations of the Service include a comprehensive 
monitoring and maintenance program and a list of detailed mitigation commitments that 
will be designed to ensure that aquatic and wildlife habitat replacement values are being 
met. 

5.44	 Reclamation disagrees that all mitigation must be done within the national forest 
boundary. The subject mitigation will be completed primarily within the area of project 
influence, which includes lands both inside and outside of the national forest boundary. 
In the USACE Mitigation and Monitoring Proposal Guidelines of December 30, 2004, 
there is no guidance to the effect that mitigation cannot be fulfilled on a different 
watershed. 

5.45	 It is SWCD's intention to totally mitigate all impacts, where possible, and to the 
extent possible, to find mitigation measures that could be implemented "in place" and 
“in kind." 

5.46	 The EIS team suggests that Reclamation, SWCD, and the USDA Forest Service 
would probably need to enter into an agreement concerning mitigation. There would be 
a loss of instream flows in certain streams. 

5.47	 Wetland mitigation for the Narrows Project does not need to be exclusively on USDA 
Forest Service lands. The subject mitigation will be completed primarily within the 
area of project influence, which could be lands both inside and outside USDA Forest 
Service lands. 

5.48	 There currently is not an estimated construction date. The costs of the project are 
disclosed in the loan application that the proponent submitted, appended to 
the FEIS (appendix J). 

5.49	 Wetland mitigation for the Narrows Project does not need to be exclusively on USDA 
Forest Service lands. The subject mitigation will be completed primarily within the 
area of project influence, which could be lands both inside and outside USDA Forest 
Service lands. USACE Mitigation and Monitoring Proposal Guidelines of December 
30, 2004, there is no guidance to the effect that mitigation cannot be fulfilled on a 
different watershed. 

5.50	 The area was inventoried in 1979; additional inventory would be required should the 
undertaking be approved. 

5.51	 The Service responded to Reclamation in writing during scoping but did not request 
a new consultation. Reclamation considers that the biological opinion prepared in 
2000 adequately addresses impacts of the proposed project on threatened, endangered, 
and candidate species. The FEIS has considered other information regarding these 
species current listing, status, and ranges. 

5.52	 See response 5.51 above. 
5.53	 The source for this information is the Gooseberry Narrows Dam Project, Fish and Wildlife 

Coordination Act Report of October 1994.  This report was prepared by the Service with 
assistance from the Utah Department of Natural Resources, Division of Wildlife Resources.
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5.54	 The impacts of developing Narrows water rights to the water available to downstream 
water rights are addressed in Section 3.2, Water Rights. 

5.55	 To the extent that these effects are predictable, they are disclosed in Section 3.10, 
Fisheries. It is known that Cottonwood Creek has an armored channel with an armoring 
layer consisting of cobbles and boulders. This section also indicates that flows less than 
the dominant discharge do not provide enough velocity and tractive force to move the 
material in the armoring layer. Therefore, the channel and associated aquatic habitat 
should remain stable while carrying flows less than the dominant discharge. 

5.56	 This statement only refers to sport fish. 
5.57	 The source for this information is the Gooseberry Narrows Dam Project, Fish and Wildlife 

Coordination Act Report of October 1994.  This report was prepared by the Service with 
assistance from the Utah Department of Natural Resources, Division of Wildlife Resources. 

5.58	 A listing of fish populations found in the various creeks has been added to the FEIS in 
Section 3.10, Fisheries.  

5.59	 The specific response of the fishery in the proposed reservoir has some uncertainties. 
Effects were predicted based on general knowledge of the species and habitat. 

5.60	 Section 3.14, Wetland Resources, of the FEIS explains why the discrepancies occurred 
and the rational for using the higher number of acres for mitigation purposes. 

5.61	 Wetland mitigation for the Narrows Project does not need to be exclusively on USDA 
Forest Service lands. The subject mitigation will be completed primarily within the 
area of project influence, which could be lands both inside and outside USDA Forest 
Service lands. USACE Mitigation and Monitoring Proposal Guidelines of December 
30, 2004, there is no guidance to the effect that mitigation cannot be fulfilled on a 
different watershed. 

5.62	 An memorandum of agreement (MOA) would be developed only to resolve adverse 
effects to any historic properties found within the area of potential effects (APE) for the 
Proposed Action. The text in the SDEIS related to the criteria necessary to warrant the 
development of an MOA and the protocols to be included in a potential MOA was 
inconsistent. The text in the FEIS was updated to reflect the accurate purpose of a potential 
MOA or a programmatic agreement (PA) wherein inventory would be stipulated. 

5.63	 In accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(c)(2)(iii), Reclamation would invite any party that 
assumes a responsibility under the MOA to be a signatory. Reclamation may decide to 
invite tribes or any number of additional parties to be signatories or consulting parties 
based on the responsibilities laid out in the MOA or PA. 

5.64	 The text in the FEIS was be changed to reflect the agreement documents or consultation 
process that would occur should the undertaking proceed. 

5.65	 The cultural resource commitment includes re-surveying areas inventoried over 
10 years ago. Consequently, it is anticipated that the entire APE would be inventoried 
to current standards. 

5.66	 Should the dam be built, the Federal or State seismic standards at the time of design and 
construction would have to be met. At the time the FEIS was written, 5.5 was the 
standard. 
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5.67	 The text to Section 3.16, Cultural Resources, was altered to reflect tribal involvement. 

5.68	 Class I and Class III inventories covering the entire APE of the proposed project would 
be conducted in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800 or alternative procedures worked out 
in a Programmatic Agreement. 

5.69	 The SHPO agreed that Reclamation’s environmental commitments, including the 
commitment regarding the inventory and evaluation of the Narrows Tunnel, met the 
standards for Section 106 of the NHPA. As such, the commitment will remain in the 
FEIS. Further, as a result of the required Class I and Class III cultural resource 
inventories of the entire APE, a determination of the significance and NRHP eligibility 
of the Narrows Tunnel and any other features of the tunnel delivery system on 
Gooseberry Creek would be made. 

5.70	 The reservoir release scenario that mimics the natural flow regime does provide 
late season irrigation.  Different operational or release strategies change 
the presumptions of SWCD's purpose and need, which is that the existing land users in 
Sanpete County need and want additional water in late season. In the absence of some 
form of storage, water available in the early season would not be available for late-
season use; only direct flows would be available for late season irrigation. Those flows 
currently are insufficient. There are no reservoirs in the project area to store early 
season water. Therefore, the early season water would not be available to offset late 
season shortages. Also, the reason for analyzing different sized reservoirs was to enable 
USACE to determine the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). 
New text was added to Section 1.6 in response to this and other comments.   

5.71	 Mitigation for the Narrows Project does not need to be exclusively on USDA Forest 
Service lands. Wildlife mitigation will be completed primarily within the area of 
project influence, which could be lands both inside and outside USDA Forest Service 
lands. In the USACE Mitigation and Monitoring Proposal Guidelines of December 30, 
2004, there is no guidance to the effect that mitigation cannot be fulfilled on a different 
watershed. 

5.72	 Predicted effects to fisheries resources are found in Section 3.10, Fisheries, of the 
FEIS. SWCD would be responsible for funding and acquiring all lands and easements 
and also for funding, constructing, and maintaining all improvements, as well as for 
mitigation monitoring. The mitigation package was developed by an interagency, 
interdisciplinary team with specific expertise in their respective fields. The precise 
mitigation and monitoring requirements specifically will be described prior to project 
construction. 

5.73	 There may be some incidental loss of fish from Narrows Reservoir through the tunnel, 
but the UDWR would compensate for these losses through stocking practices. 

5.74	 The proposed mitigation replaces a quantity of habitat units for an equal or larger 
quantity of habitat units. 

5.75	 The proposed mitigation replaces a quantity of habitat units for an equal or larger 
quantity of habitat units. 
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5.76	 Proposed mitigation measures common to the action alternatives are described in 
chapter 2 and appendix G, but additional mitigation and monitoring requirements could 
be developed per this and other comments prior to project design and construction. 
SWCD would be responsible for development and implementation of all mitigation 
measures. 

5.77	 The 300 acre-feet to be used for purposes such as flushing flows is not intended to fully 
mitigate for impacts to this reach by itself. SWCD would determine the time and 
quantity of water to be released in cooperation with the UDWR to maximize benefit. 
Other measures, such as acquiring fencing and improving fishery habitat on other 
stream reaches, are also part of the mitigation proposal for this project. 

5.78	 Proposed mitigation measures common to the action alternatives are described in 
chapter 2 and appendix G, but additional mitigation and monitoring requirements could 
be developed per this and other comments prior to project design and construction. 
SWCD would be responsible for development and implementation of all mitigation 
measures. 

5.79	 Wetland mitigation for the Narrows Project does not need to be exclusively on USDA 
Forest Service lands. The subject mitigation will be completed primarily within the 
area of project influence, which could be lands both inside and outside USDA Forest 
Service lands. In the USACE Mitigation and Monitoring Proposal Guidelines of 
December 30, 2004, there is no guidance to the effect that mitigation cannot be fulfilled 
on a different watershed. 

5.80	 Text has been added to section 2.2.2.2.3.10 to emphasize that the minimum pool is 
2,500 acre-feet of water with a surface area of 144 acres. 

5.81	 The EIS team believes that implementation of the wetland mitigation at the area west 
of Lower Gooseberry Reservoir would be practical for mitigation. The water planned 
for mitigation purposes is an existing diversion now used for pasture irrigation. This 
pasture would be "converted to wetland by moderate re-contouring" to allow for a 
higher degree of water retention from the existing irrigation water. 

5.82	 The EIS team does not believe that the reasonable and prudent alternative in the 
Service’s (2000) biological opinion would require an action or a reconsultation from the 
USDA Forest Service. The reasonable and prudent alternative to the proposal is 
ongoing work of the Recovery Implementation Program (RIP). There may be NEPA 
analyses that might be required, such as an amendment to the Forest Plan, or some kind 
of future tiering off this FEIS. 

5.83	 Monthly averages are a reasonable way to display the modeling outputs.  Modeling 
information is available in the project files at the Provo Area Office.  Limitations of the 
models are disclosed in a new appendix (appendix I) that describes the modeling in detail. 

5.84	 Resource specialists believe the effects on fisheries were adequately 
disclosed. Also, mitigation and monitoring are part of the action alternatives. 
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5.85	 Analysis of the possible changes to wetlands due to flow modifications are described in 
sections 3.13 and 3.14. 

6.01	 The reference has been removed from the bibliography. 
7.01	 Comment noted. 
8.01	 You are correct that Congress has not appropriated funds for various SRPA projects 

over past years. The SRPA program is not currently an active program within 
Reclamation; however, the policy decision made in 1994 was to grandfather in a few of 
the projects. This is one of those projects. However, Reclamation is not proposing to 
fund this out of its budget—it would take a special appropriation. 

8.02	 The loan program (as of its published guidelines in 1990) does have a limit of $50 
million. If approved by the loan factors, the costs that are being included in the FEIS 
are costs from the most recent revision of the loan application. 

8.03	 The Narrows Tunnel was rehabilitated in 2011, independent of the Narrows Project. 
The conservation is ongoing; the problem is that conservation alone will not increase 
the volume of water that Sanpete County farmers desire during the late season. 

8.04	 There will be effects to the trout fishery, and there could be a negative effect on tourism 
related to the sport fishery. However, based on the updated Section 3.15, Recreation 
and Visuals, in the FEIS, the losses to that industry should be offset by the increases 
due to the new boating and reservoir-angling opportunities. 

9.01	 During the design phase of the dam, Reclamation will consult with the Utah Department 
of Transportation (UDOT) to ensure that the State highway across the dam meets 
engineering safety standards. Along the top of a dam, Reclamation usually requires two 
12-foot lanes and a 4-foot berm with concrete barriers. Modifications can be approved 
to allow 2-foot berms with concrete barriers. 

9.02	 Reclamation generally allows a 66- to 100-foot right-of-way unless the terrain is very 
steep and requires a larger cut and fill. In this case, a 200-foot right-of-way is 
considered excessive. 

9.03	 Comment acknowledged, but State highways are used for “haul roads” all of the time. 

9.04	 A detailed estimate will be included in the loan application. 
9.05	 According to the FEIS, section 3.18, SWCD will purchase or lease any private land 

needed for the project, which includes compensation for damages (impacts). 
10.01	 If the project is approved, all necessary requirements relating to discharge from the dam 

will be met to obtain certification from UDWQ. The predicted water quality effects 
section of the FEIS (section 3.3.3) has been updated to address predicted water quality 
effects of discharges from the Narrows Dam. 
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10.02	 UAC R317-8 contains the general provisions and definitions related to a Utah Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System (UPDES) permit which fall under Section 402 of the 
Clean Water Act. EPA has long held that discharges from dams are exempt from 
Section 402 of the Clean Water Act and the National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System (or UPDES in Utah) permit program. Reclamation holds that this project is not 
required to meet effluent limitations in UAC R317-8. However, Reclamation believes 
that since the discharge will meet downstream water quality standards found in UAC 
R317-2, it also will meet discharge requirements of UAC R317-8. 

10.03	 Mitigation measures were proposed and evaluated by an interagency team of water 
quality specialists. The identified reduction target is 805 kilograms per year (kg/yr) for 
phosphorus levels to reach preproject conditions. If identified improvements do not 
meet the required phosphorus load reduction target identified in section 3.3 of the FEIS, 
then additional mitigation measures will be identified and implemented. Reclamation 
contends that the requirements set forth by the TMDL for phosphorus reduction do not 
require that mitigation for this project assume responsibility for completing phosphorus 
reduction targets of the TMDL. Rather, Reclamation believes that the purpose of 
mitigation for the Proposed Action is to reduce and limit impacts. Mitigation measures 
to reduce phosphorus loading to Scofield Reservoir will maintain phosphorus levels at 
preproject conditions so as not to have an adverse impact on water quality, including the 
approved TMDL. 

10.04	 Franson-Noble Engineering conducted a eutrophication study of the project. This study 
determined that overall water quality in Scofield Reservoir would be degraded by the 
Proposed Action without mitigation. Mitigation measures to offset this potential 
impact are described in section 3.3.3.2.6. Lowered water quality standards (e.g., water 
temperature, phosphorous loading) can affect the aquatic food chain within the 
reservoir. If water quality effects are slight, then their effect to the food chain would 
be slight as well. 

10.05	 Reclamation contends that the requirements set forth by the TMDL for phosphorus 
reduction do not require that mitigation for this project assume responsibility for 
completing phosphorus reduction targets of the TMDL. Rather, Reclamation believes 
that the purpose of mitigation for the Proposed Action is to reduce and limit impacts. 
Mitigation measures to reduce phosphorus loading to Scofield Reservoir will maintain 
phosphorus levels at pre-project conditions so as not to have an adverse impact on water 
quality including the approved TMDL. The determination of phosphorus load 
reduction for the mitigation measures was made based on water quality data from 
1978–2005. Reclamation believes this represents current data. 

10.06	 The proposed project entails a relatively small, high altitude dam and reservoir. The 
temperature of releases from such a facility is not expected to deviate very far from 
those naturally occurring. The multilevel release structure (unusual for a small, high 
altitude reservoir) would simply provide a means of fine tuning such aspects of release 
operations. Warmer water could be released during colder periods of the year, and 
somewhat cooler water could be released during summer months to maintain optimum 
downstream temperatures for the fishery. 
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10.07	 The FEIS has been updated to address potential impacts of cyanobacteria. 
10.08	 A water quality monitoring program is included as an environmental commitment and 

will be developed and implemented if the project is approved and a record of decision is 
issued. Monitoring will take place prior to implementation of the mitigation measures 
to identify specific locations of streambank improvements and to determine the 
reduction in phosphorus loading that the identified improvements will have. Water 
quality monitoring and identification of mitigation measures will be done in 
coordination with the Utah Division of Water Quality and other Federal, State, and 
local agencies. Water quality monitoring will continue following implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measures to verify the effectiveness of those measures. If 
identified improvements do not meet the required phosphorus load reduction target 
identified in the FEIS, then additional mitigation measures will be identified and 
implemented. 

10.09	 The FEIS has been edited to address potential impacts related to construction activity. 
Section 3.3.3.2 of the FEIS documents the measures that would be taken to minimize 
construction-related impacts. Fish spawning may be impaired due to increased 
sedimentation and turbidity within streams. Best management practices would be 
followed during any construction or rehabilitation activities to reduce sedimentation and 
turbidity increases. As shown in table 3-7, adult and juvenile cutthroat trout habitat in 
a specific month may be reduced; while in other months, available habitat may be 
increased. 

10.10	 Required permits are listed in Section 1.8, Permits, Authorizations, and Agreements, of 
the FEIS. This section was checked with the list provided by UDWQ and edited as 
appropriate. 

10.11	 The EIS team agrees that the estimated evaporation for Narrows Reservoir is high.  The 
team re-ran the reservoir operation studies with the reduced evaporation rates recommended 
by the UDWQ but found that the differences in project yield and in downstream flows 
were very minor. Using the higher evaporation rates produces slightly conservative results. 
Therefore, the team chose to continue to use the operation studies and flow values described 
in the FEIS. 

10.12	 See response to 10.11 above.   

10.13	 Water quality effects on Cottonwood Creek and the San Pitch River are discussed in 
section 3.3.3.2.5 of the FEIS. 

10.14	 Section 3.12 of the FEIS incorporates updated information and effects analysis for all 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed or otherwise sensitive species within the project 
area. 
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10.15	 

10.16	 See section 3.12.4. The bluehead sucker and the flannelmouth sucker exist in the Price 
River below the Farnham Diversion Dam, which is approximately 3 miles southeast of 
Wellington, Utah. This structure effectively eliminates upstream fish migration. 
Reaches of the Price River below this structure are a significant distance from the 
proposed Narrows Dam. Effects to flows associated with this project would be 
attenuated to the point of insignificance as measured at the Farnham Diversion Dam. 
Therefore, the proposed project would have no effect on these fish species. 

10.17	 A position paper entitled “The Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery 
Program’s Position on the Role of the Price River in Recovery of Endangered Fish and 
the Need for Flow Management” was drafted during 2011.  The results of the draft study 
included having the RIP describe flow conditions they believe are conductive to 
Colorado pikeminnow use of the lower Price River, to investigate opportunities to protect 
existing flows, and to avoid dewatering the lower Price River.  The report is being finalized
at this time.  Instream flow requirements are a function of Utah water law and beyond the 
scope of this FEIS. 

10.18	 Reclamation does not expect the project to have appreciable or material effect on either 
spawning or fish habitat in the lower Price River. 

10.19	 Any lands acquired for mitigation purposes would be outside of lands owned or 
controlled for mitigation of other projects by the State of Utah. Sanpete County will 
make sure that their mitigation requirements are made whole to implement the project. 
This is a requirement in the mitigation measures appendix (appendix G). 
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Reclamation considers increased habitat and its possible effect of increasing wildlife 
populations as a project benefit. Depredation by wild ungulates is outside the projects 
mitigation responsibility. 

10.20	 

As shown in table 3-7, adult and juvenile cutthroat trout habitat in a specific month may 
be reduced, while in other months, available habitat may be increased. 

10.21	 

11.01	 

 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 12.01	 
Comment noted. 13.01	 
Comment noted. 14.01	 

15.01	 Comment noted. 

The method used to evaluate the project is known as the Habitat Evaluation 
Procedure—a “species habitat” approach to impact assessment and habitat quality. The 
program uses selected species as indicators to evaluate habitat for a host of other 
species, assuming that these indicator (evaluation) species are functioning units of part 
of an ecosystem. Impacts to a particular indicator species assume that there also would 
be impacts to the group of the species it represents. Habitat Suitability Indices (HSI) 
were ascertained for each evaluation (indicator) species. The project includes a 
comprehensive monitoring and maintenance program and a list of detailed mitigation 
commitments, designed to ensure that the actual functions of the lost wildlife habitat 
values are replaced by mitigation measures. 
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16.01	 Comment noted.

 

17.01	 Section 1.8 of the FEIS has been edited as appropriate. 
18.01	 Comment noted. 
19.01	 Comment noted. 

20.01	 Comment noted. 

21.01	 Data in the FEIS has been reviewed by resource specialists and determined to be adequate. 
Data has been updated in the FEIS. The water quality data presented in the FEIS was the most 
current available through the EPA STORET Web site at the time of the writing and editing of 
the FEIS. As shown in the footnotes of tables in the water quality section, data through 2007 
are represent are represented. The eutrophication study and evaluation of phosphorus levels 

                                                 were based on data through 2005.
                                                                                      21.02	 Water quality impacts from the Proposed Action are evaluated in section 3.3 of the FEIS. 

21.03	 Should the dam be built, the Federal or State seismic standards at the time of design and 
construction would have to be met. At the time the FEIS was written, 5.5 was the standard. 

21.04	 The available cost data will be in the loan application appended to the FEIS (appendix J). The  
EIS team complied with 40 CFR 1502.22 and acknowledges that some information is unavailable. 

21.05	 Reclamation considered the economic impact of the project in the FEIS. SWCD’s ability to repay 
would be determined by the loan application criteria, which is appended to the FEIS (appendix J). 

21.06	       The purpose and need is stated in section 1.4 of the FEIS.
22.01	 Effects on Carbon County resources were considered by the EIS team throughout the FEIS. 

See section 3.2.2.2 of the FEIS. The effect on Carbon County of the diversion of 5,400 acre-feet 
annually out of the basin likely will be minimal for the following reasons. First, the Scofield Dam 
was not designed to use the transbasin diversion water.  The Narrows Reservoir would store flows 
associated with spring runoff that would otherwise be unable to be stored legally in Scofield 
Reservoir.  As a result, the diversion of 5,400 acre-feet to Sanpete County would not result in a loss 
of an equivalent amount in reservoir yield. The reduced yield in Scofield Reservoir is much smaller. 
Second, the water diverted from Carbon County first will be removed from its least productive uses 
(e.g., the cultivation of marginal lands). As a result, the loss in revenue will be minimized. Third, 
the Colorado River Water Quality Improvement Program is sponsoring the construction of various 
pipelines in Carbon County in an effort to reduce salt loading. These projects will result in water 
savings that will offset the effect of the transbasin diversion. Finally, the water scheduled for 
transbasin diversion to Sanpete County under the 1984 Compromise Agreement was only available 
for use in Carbon County on a temporary basis. Under appropriate water management practices, 
it should not be earmarked for a permanent use—such as municipal use or fire protection. 
As temporary water, it should be used only for irrigation.

22.02	 To the extent there is available information, economic effects are analysed in 
section 3.17. 

22.03	 Public safety is under section 3.19. Air quality concerns are addressed in section 3.4, 
and water quality issues are discussed in section 3.3. 

22.04	 Comment acknowledged and incorporated into section 3.1. 
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22.05	 A water rights section was added to the FEIS in response to this and other water right 
comments. See section 3.2. This comment indicates that the downstream river systems 
below the Narrows Project are over appropriated and the Narrows Project would 
inappropriately interfere with the Carbon County water users.  Section 3.3.3 of the FEIS 
evaluates the impacts of proposed alternatives to the water available to downstream 
water rights in the Gooseberry Creek, Fish Creek, Cottonwood Creek, Price River, 
Green River, and San Pitch River systems.  
The comment suggests that Sanpete should not develop their water rights if the basin is 
over appropriated or if it would impair existing junior developed Carbon County water 
rights.  The State Engineer attempts to allocate sufficient water rights to fully use the 
State’s water resourced during the high runoff periods and wet years, with the 
understanding that junior water rights will be cut as streamflows decrease in late 
summer months or during droughts years.  Section 3.3.3.2 of the SDEIS found that, 
during 77% of the years modeled, the controlled releases from Scofield Reservoir 
would remain unaltered, it is reasonable to believe there is sufficient undeveloped 
water in the Gooseberry basin for the Narrows Project. 

This comment suggests that, because the Carbon County water users developed their 
water rights first, they should be given a higher priority to the Gooseberry Creek water 
than the Sanpete County water users.  Utah Water Law sets the priority between water 
rights to the date the right was first placed to beneficial use (for rights prior to 1903) 
or when application was first file for the water.  

23.01	 Comment noted. 
24.01	 Comment noted. 

25.01	 Comment noted. 

26.01	 Comment noted. 
27.01	 Comment noted. 
28.01	 Comment noted. 
29.01	 Comment noted. 

30.01	 Comment noted. 

31.01	 Comment noted. 
32.01	 Comment noted. 

33.01	 The comments are repeated from comments submitted by Price River Water 
Improvement District. Please see responses to letter 56. 

34.01	 Comment noted. 
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35.01	 Comment noted. 
36.01	 Comment noted. 
37.01	 Comment noted. 
38.01	 Comment noted. 
39.01	 Comment noted. 
40.01	 Comment noted. 
41.01	 Comment noted. 
42.01	 Comment noted. 
43.01	 Comment noted. 
44.01	 Comment noted. 
45.01	 Comment noted. 
46.01	 Comment noted. 
47.01	 Comment noted. 
48.01	 Comment noted. 
49.01	 Comment noted. 
50.01	 Comment noted. 
51.01	 Reclamation disagrees with the assertion that the DEIS should have been re-scoped and then 

re-issued. Reclamation made diligent efforts to involve the public in the NEPA process, particularly
 during initial scoping. The public has had the opportunity to provide input on the issues that are 
addressed in the FEIS, and the public has had the opportunity to comment on the prior drafts of 
the EIS. Reclamation’s scoping procedures are described in Section 4.3, Public Involvement and Scoping. 

51.02	 The November 25, 2003, Federal Register Notice of Intent identifies what is being updated in the 
SDEIS. It states that the SDEIS will incorporate comments received on the DEIS in 1998 
as well as new information received since that time. Reclamation has addressed and incorporated 
comments received on the 1998 DEIS and engaged in written and oral communication with 
the interested public, including its cooperating agencies, and other State and Federal regulatory 
agencies throughout the NEPA process. 

51.03	 Total organic carbon (TOC) data collected by the Utah Division of Water Quality have 
been added to Section 3.3, Water Quality. 

51.04	 Reclamation has received from SWCD its application for a SRPA loan build the Narrows Project 
and a request for authorization to use withdrawn lands to construct and operate the proposed dam 
and reservoir.  Reclamation will complete NEPA compliance. In compliance with the DOI NEPA 
regulations at 43 CFR 46.420, Reclamation’s need for action is to approve or deny the loan application. 
SWCD's purpose and need is different than Reclamation’s. Following 43 CFR 46.420(a)(2), 
Reclamation considered the needs and goals of SWCD as well as the public interest. SWCD’s purpose 
and need is defined because, in analyzing the impacts, a purpose and need statement usually explains 
who wants what and where, how, and why they want to do it. 
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Given Reclamation’s action of approving or denying the loan application and use of Federal land, 
the range of alternatives was defined, in part, to meet SWCD's  application and proposal and enable
USACE to determine the LEDPA. The SDEIS defines selection criteria in section 2.1 of the FEIS 
for actions that are “reasonable” given the SRPA loan program. 

51.05	 
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51.06	 Reclamation’s action is described in section 1.4.  This range of actions for Reclamation 
meets the legal and regulatory definition of a reasonable range of alternatives based on 
the SRPA. The USACE and SWCD will have to complete regulatory processes defined 
under Section 404 and other sections of the Clean Water Act (CWA) should the loan be 
approved and the proponents proceed with their action. 

51.07	 This alternative would meet the purpose of and the need for the project, but it is not a 
feasible option for several reasons described in section 2.3.13.1 of the FEIS. 

51.08	 Reclamation’s action described in section 1.4 of the FEIS is deciding whether or not to 
approve the loan application from SWCD and use of Federal land. Nothing precludes 
Carbon County from making an offer to SWCD or others to purchase water rights. 
Such an offer is beyond the scope of this action. 

51.09	 Climate change and greenhouse gas emmissions are discussed in sections 1.7 and 3.3 
of the FEIS. Note that we did not perform a quantitative greenhouse gas emission 
analysis due to the lack of a model sensitive enough to measure impacts from the amount
of water being diverted.  

51.10	 During the writing and editing of the SDEIS document, the most current available 
information regarding Scofield Reservoir’s trophic state was from the Utah 2006 
Integrated Report Volume I – 305(b) Assessment . At the writing of this response, the 
most current available information regarding the trophic state was from the Part 2 
Draft 2010 Utah Integrated Report Water Quality Assessment 305(b) Report . The 
FEIS (section 3.3.3) has been updated to reflect the most current information. 

51.11	 Climate change is discussed in section 1.7. As stated there, climate change models have 
not been developed with sufficient detail or sensitivity to capture small projects such as 
the proposed Narrows Project, which involves storage and distribution of 5,400 acre-
feet of water per year. At this time without downscaled models addressing climate 
change at this project level, a meaningful analysis of a small project cannot be achieved. 

51.12	 The EIS team believes greenhouse gas emissions from the construction would be well below
EPA's threshold for quantitative analysis of 25 million metric tons of carbon dioxide (CO2) 

equivalent. Should construction proceed, the proponent may be able to provide such data for 
a quantitative analysis, and this would probably be required by the Utah Department of 
Environmental Quality.
 

51.13	 Comment acknowledged.  Economic effects are analyzed in section 3.17 of the FEIS. All of 
the costs of the proposed project are included in the loan application appended to the FEIS  
(appendix J) and should sufficiently address this concern. 
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51.14	 The updated loan application along with the analyses in the FEIS will be evaluated to determine 
whether SWCD meets the requisite financial and economic factors for a SRPA loan and 
approval of land use.

51.15	 The Federal and State guidelines for dam design (Federal Guidelines for Dam Safety, FEMA, 
2005; and Requirements for the Design, Construction, and Abandonment of Dams, Utah 
Administrative Code (UAC) Rule R655-11, respectively) will be considered in final design.
These were not introduced to the EIS because of the expected time lag between issuance 
of the document and the probable date of final design. Should the loan and use of the land
 be approved and the proponents proceed, they would have to bring the design up to standards.

                Final design is not required in an EIS. 

51.16	 A water rights section (section 3.2) has been added, and the description and analysis of water 
resources within the affected environment and environmental consequences section has been 
updated per this and other comments.  Effects on Carbon County resources were considered 
by the EIS team throughout the document.  See response to 51.52.

51.17	 Reclamation and the proponents have consulted with the USACE as required under the 
CWA and the agency’s regulations and policies; however, additional consultation with 
the USACE and with the Utah Division of Water Quality would be required should the 
proponents proceed with their proposal. 

51.18	 The wetland delineation history, section 3.14, was altered in response to this 
comment.  Should the proponents proceed with their project, consultation and coordination 
with the USACE and the Utah Division of Water Quality would be required. 

51.19	 Should the proponents proceed, they would have to consult with the USACE and ensure
 that the mitigation plan is acceptable to them. 

51.20	 In section 3.16, Reclamation clarified that a Federal undertaking has not been initiated; 
and therefore, the 36 CFR 800 process is not yet required. Reclamation does not need 
to conduct an inventory as stated in this comment but rather, given the requirements of 
NEPA, to project the likely effects to historic properties and Indian sacred sites should 
the undertaking be initiated. A commitment to comply with 36 CFR 800 would be in 
the mitigation measures. 

51.21	 Reclamation considers that the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act prepared in 1997 
adequately addresses impacts of the proposed project on fish and wildlife resources, and 
it proposes appropriate mitigation. 

51.22	 Information about candidate species was added to the FEIS per a letter from the 
Service. Reclamation considers that the biological opinion prepared in 2000 adequately 
addresses impacts of the proposed project on ESA species. Furthermore, the Service did 
not request additional Section 7 consultation during scoping. The FEIS has considered 
other information regarding these species current listing, status, and ranges. 

51.23	 The FEIS has been revised in section 3.12 to include effects to greater sage-grouse. 
Sage-grouse habitat lost due to the proposed project would be replaced by habitat 
improvements to other areas. 
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51.24	 No known populations of Ute Ladies’-tresses exist in the project area. 
51.25	 The water quality impacts identified during scoping were the potential for increased 

sedimentation during construction, increased phosphorus loading, and increased 
eutrophication in Scofield Reservoir. These impacts and proposed mitigation are 
discussed in section 3.3, and some of the discussion has been modified to address 
similar comments. Permits are addressed in section 1.8 of the SDEIS, including those 
related to water quality. It will be the responsibility of the project sponsor to obtain all 
required permits as determined by Federal, State, and local agencies. 

51.26	 Section 3.3 of the FEIS addresses the water quality impacts of the proposed project, 
including impacts to downstream waters. Proposed mitigation measures for these 
impacts are discussed. 

51.27	 The SDEIS has been edited to reflect the impacts the project may have on the potable 
water supply in Scofield Reservoir. Implementation of proposed mitigation measures 
is expected to reduce phosphorus levels to preproject conditions, which also are 
expected to maintain algal growth at preproject conditions. Drinking water 
treatment costs would not be expected to be affected if water quality is maintained 
at preproject conditions. Additionally, Scofield Reservoir was enlarged to mitigate 
any potential adverse effects of the Proposed Action; therefore, any potential 
impacts already are mitigated in part by the reservoir enlargement. 

51.28	 Construction-related water quality impacts are identified in section 3.3 of the FEIS. 
The potential for these impacts would be temporary and would be minimized through 
appropriate best management practices. All construction would be subject to obtaining 
and complying with any required permits. 

51.29	 The USACE will determine if the water quality analysis is sufficient. 
51.30	 The comment from Dr. Max Morgan was addressed when it was received in the DEIS 

and is repeated here. Mr. Kevin W. Brown, director of the Utah Division of Drinking 
Water, investigated in detail the concern expressed by Dr. Max Morgan about the treated 
drinking water from Scofield Reservoir during the 1992 drought year. The concern was 
whether the apparent increase in gastrointestinal disease was caused by either residual 
bacterial coliforms in the treated water or the superchlorination that was necessary to 
render the water safe. The State thoroughly reviewed all the required monitoring 
(chlorine residual and coliform counts) by the water treatment entities. There were 
no documented problems with the treated water, nor was the water superchlorinated, 
because it was not needed. Likewise, neither the State nor local Health Departments 
documented any increased gastrointestinal illnesses during that time period. 
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Total organic carbon (TOC) data collected by the Utah Division of Water Quality from 
1979–1991 does not support this assertion. TOC data collected at Scofield Reservoir indicated
that higher concentrations were present in the reservoir during 1980–1981 and 1984–1985 
when the reservoir was near capacity. Data collected during 1989–1991, when the reservoir’s 
capacity was much less, have lower TOC concentrations. Similar patterns for TOC data 
are observed for data collected from the Price River above Willow Creek (STORET ID 
7932810). The SDEIS acknowledges that the Narrows Project would concentrate 
phosphorus in Scofield Reservoir, which could lead to increased algae blooms. 
Mitigation measures will reduce phosphorus concentrations to preproject levels, which 
would also serve to maintain algae blooms at preproject levels. 

51.31	 
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51.32	 The water quality section (3.3) of the FEIS has been updated to address concerns by this and
 other comments. Mitigation measures are proposed to offset adverse impacts to water quality. 
Mitigation measures were proposed and evaluated by an interagency team of water quality 
specialists. Similar mitigation measures also were proposed as part of the Scofield Reservoir 
TMDL, and specific locations and practices were likewise left unidentified. Specific locations 
for mitigation will be identified by a water quality monitoring program. If identified 
improvements do not meet the required phosphorus load reduction target identified in the 
SDEIS, then additional mitigation measures will be identified and implemented. Mitigation 
measures will be implemented prior to storage and diversion of water as part of the Proposed 
Action. The FEIS has been edited to include details of adaptive management regarding 
identification and implementation of mitigation measures.  The USACE will determine if 
the FEIS is adequate and covers impacts and proposed mitigation measures sufficient to 
issue permits they oversee. 

51.33	 An updated loan application is appended to the FEIS (appendix J) and is available to the public  
and decisionmakers. 
In Utah, there are two mechanisms for protected streamflow. First, the acquired 
Fairview water rights could be transferred to the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 
and then changed to serve as instream flow rights; or secondly, the point of diversion 
for the acquired water rights could be moved downstream. Using the water downstream 
would require the water to stay in the critical reaches of Gooseberry Creek. 

  51.35	     The Recovery Implementation Program’s recommendations are incorporated into section 3.12 
                  (Threatened and Endangered Species) of the FEIS. The Service issued a final Biological 
                  Opinion for the Narrows Project that relies on the RIP as the reasonable and prudent 
                  alternative for depletion impacts.  The RIP determines what actions to take and funds these 
                  actions with the depletion payment made by SWCD under the Section 7 consultation 
                  agreement process.  Additional consultation could happen anytime during the life of the project.   
                  
                  A position paper entitled “The Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program’s 
                  Position on the Role of the Price River in Recovery of Endangered Fish and the Need for Flow 
                 Management” was drafted during 2011.  The results of the draft study included having the 
                 RIP describe flow conditions they believe are conducive to Colorado pikeminnow use of the 
                 lower Price River, to investigate opportunities to protect existing flows, and to avoid dewatering 
                 the lower Price River.  The report is being finalized at this time. Instream flow requirements are 
                 a function of Utah water law and beyond the scope of this FEIS.  
 
51.36        Section 1.8 has been updated to include all required permits anticipated for the project. 
 
51.37       Reclamation made the decision to keep some of the lands in this area under withdrawal. 
                 Reclamation has the authority to issue licenses, permits, or other land use out grants on its 
                 withdrawn lands under Section 10 of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187, 
                 43 U.S.C. 485a). 
 
51.38        Reclamation anticipates executing a land use agreement for the use of the withdrawn lands for 
                 this project. The details of that agreement have yet to be determined. 
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51.40	 The combination of the FEIS and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act prepared in 1997 
adequately address impacts of the proposal on fish and wildlife resources and proposes 
appropriate mitigation. Reclamation considers that the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
prepared in 1997 adequately addresses impacts of the proposed project on fish and wildlife 
resources, and it proposes appropriate mitigation.
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The 2006 Eutrophication Study, prepared by Franson Noble Engineering for the Bureau 
of Reclamation, was done according to Reclamation’s Guidelines for Studies of 
Potential Eutrophication . Reclamation has reviewed and verified the results of the 
study and accepts those results as the basis of the water quality analysis for the SDEIS. 

51.39	 

Current lists of endangered, threatened, and/or sensitive species were used in the 
preparation of the FEIS. 

51.41	 

In section 3.16, Reclamation clarified that a Federal undertaking has not been initiated; 
and therefore, the 36 CFR 800 process is not yet required. Reclamation does not need 
to conduct an inventory as stated in this comment but rather, given the requirements of 
NEPA, to project the likely effects to historic properties and Indian sacred sites should 
the undertaking be initiated. A commitment to comply with 36 CFR 800 would be in 
the mitigation measures. 

51.42	 

An environmental commitment requiring Reclamation to conduct consultations with the 
appropriate SHPO, tribes, and additional consulting parties has been added to the FEIS. 
Consultation with Indian tribes and other consulting parties would be required should 
the undertaking be initiated. 

51.43	 

51.44	 Reclamation believes it has adequately scoped this environmental analysis and notes 
that the scoping process has continued throughout the process, even though there 
was a formal end to the scoping period in June 2010. Over the years, Reclamation 
has made diligent efforts to involve the public in the NEPA process, including scoping 
and providing the public opportunity to comment and raise concerns at public hearings. 
The public has been provided notice of the availability of environmental documents and 
given the opportunity to comment.  
 
Public hearings were held in Price and Manti in April 2010 during a 63-day comment 
period ending June 2010.  Reclamation received 693 comment letters.  All comments 
received were taken into consideration, along with all prior public comments related 
to this project in preparing the FEIS.  It should be noted that the Proposed Action and 
predicted impacts have not changed significantly throughout the entire scoping process.  

Reclamation has an agreement with SWCD in which SWCD will advance a 
maximum of $950,000 to cover all Reclamation costs associated with the preparation of 
the FEIS. It includes employee time, travel, publishing, etc. The cost estimate was 
calculated by both Reclamation and SWCD. Reclamation was advanced its portion 
of the cost estimate, and SWCD has taken care of its own financial obligations to its 
consultants. All costs incurred in this project are included in the projects costs. 
Reclamation will not reimburse SWCD for any costs incurred with the project with the 
exception of any unexpended funds advanced to Reclamation under the preparation of 
the FEIS. 

51.45	 
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  51.48 Exhibit C. All comments submitted during scoping and the comment period up to 
publication of the 1998 Final EIS and the 2010 SDEIS have been fully considered and, 
where appropriate, incorporated into the document. Exhibit C of your comment letter 
was a letter from the USACE to Richard Noble on July 21, 1994. These concerns were 
fully considered in the publication of the SDEIS and need no further comment. 
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Exhibit A. All comments submitted during scoping and the comment period up to 
publication of the 1998 Final EIS and the 2010 SDEIS have been fully considered and, 
where appropriate, incorporated into the document. Exhibit A of your comment letter 
was a letter from the USACE to Richard Noble on April 2, 1991. These concerns were 
fully considered in the publication of the SDEIS and need no further comment. 

51.46	 

Exhibit B. All comments submitted during scoping and the comment period up to 
publication of the 1998 Final EIS and the 2010 SDEIS have been fully considered and, 
where appropriate, incorporated into the document. Exhibit B of your comment letter 
was a letter from the USACE to Richard Noble on October 7, 1992. These concerns 
were fully considered in the publication of the SDEIS and need no further comment. 

51.47	 

Exhibit D. All comments submitted during scoping and the comment period up to 
publication of the 1998 Final EIS and the 2010 SDEIS have been fully considered and, 
where appropriate, incorporated into the document. Exhibit D of your comment letter is 
a letter from the USACE to the Service on July 20, 1994. Reclamation does not 
respond to questions submitted to the Service; however, these concerns were fully 
considered in the publication of the SDEIS and need no further comment. 

51.49	 

Exhibit E of your comment letter is a letter from the USACE to Reclamation on 
December 30, 1997, on a preliminary draft EIS. The FEIS has been revised, and further 
analysis has been initiated to address these comments in the 1998 Final EIS and in the 
2010 SDEIS and need no further comment. 

51.50	 

51.51	 Exhibit F, comment noted. 

51.52	 Exhibit G of your comment letter are letters and figures from Robert Murdock to the 
CWCD on March 18, 1994, to Reclamation on April 5, 1994, and to the Utah Division 
of Water Rights on December 12, 1994, on the Operational Study of Scofield and 
Narrows Reservoirs. The operational studies have been updated, and the FEIS has been 
revised to address these comments. 

51.53	 Exhibit H of your comment letter is a study prepared by Western Wetland Systems and 
submitted during the review of the 1998 Draft EIS. All comments submitted during 
scoping and the comment period up to publication of the 1998 Final EIS and the 2010 
SDEIS have been fully considered and, where appropriate, incorporated into the FEIS. 

Section 1. All comments submitted during scoping and the comment period up to 
publication of the 1998 Final EIS and the 2010 SDEIS have been fully considered and, 
where appropriate, incorporated into the document. Section 1 of your comment letter 
was address to the USACE on May 14, 1998. These concerns were fully considered in 
the publication of the SDEIS and need no further comment. Furthermore, the USACE 
did not submit any comments or concerns during the 60-day public comment period, 
which ended June 1, 2010. 

51.54	 
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Reclamation has received from SWCD its application for a SRPA loan build the Narrows Project 
and a request for authorization to use withdrawn lands to construct and operate the proposed dam 
and reservoir.  Reclamation will complete NEPA compliance. In compliance with the DOI 
NEPA regulations at 43 CFR 46.420, Reclamation’s need for action is to approve or deny the 
loan application. SWCD's purpose and need is different than Reclamation’s. Following 
43 CFR 46.420(a)(2), Reclamation considered the needs and goals of SWCD as well as the 
public interest. SWCD’s purpose and need is defined because, in analyzing the impacts, a 
purpose and need statement usually explains who wants what and where, how, and why they 
want to do it. 

51.57	 The Federal action is described in chapter 1.  Reclamation examined different sizes of 
reservoirs to ensure a reasonable range of action alternatives was analyzed and enable 
USACE to determine the LEDPA.  The purpose and need section was clarified in 
response to this and other comments.
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Section 2. All comments received during scoping and the comment period up to 
publication of the 1998 Final EIS and the 2010 SDEIS have been fully considered and, 
where appropriate, incorporated in the document. Comments that require further 
clarification are addressed below. 

51.55	 

51.56	 

Section 3.14 of the FEIS identifies the wetlands to be impacted and their functions and 
values. Wetland mitigation measures are included in the project alternatives to 
mitigate for impacts to wetlands. The wetland mitigation measures would 
provide similar wildlife habitat values lost due to the inundation of the reservoir. 

51.58	 

Wetland mitigation is extensively explored in section 3.14 of the FEIS. 51.59	 

The FEIS acknowledges there might be adverse impacts on water quality in lower 
Gooseberry Reservoir and Scofield Reservoir, and specific measures are identified and 
planned to mitigate any possible impact on water quality. The most significant 
measures that address water quality include the following: l) providing a multiple-level 
outlet at the proposed Narrows Dam, 2) stabilizing stream banks along middle 
Gooseberry Creek, 3) providing winter releases to lower Gooseberry Reservoir, and 
4) reducing external phosphorus loading to Scofield Reservoir. The improvements will 
be jointly designed on a site-specific basis, and joint approval by the agencies listed will 
ensure that the most effective measures will be selected. The improvements for the 
State Restoration Program were initially effective, but landowners are not continuing to 
support the measures. This proposed program will be more effective because it will 
include purchase and management by agencies committed to its fulfillment. 

51.60	 

51.61	 The discussion of proposed mitigation of water quality in the FEIS has been edited to  
address these concerns. See section 3.3. The measures discussed were proposed and 
evaluated by an interagency team of water quality specialists. Reclamation believes the 
discussion of these issues is accurate and adequate and indeed would be effective. 



Narrows Project 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Appendix H - Responses 

51.62	 

51.63	 Drinking water concerns are addressed in the change to section 3.3 about Scofield Reservoir. 

51.64	 Predicted effects to fisheries resources are found in Section 3.10, Fisheries, of the FEIS. 
SWCD would be responsible for funding and acquiring all lands and easements and also 
for funding, constructing, and maintaining all improvements, as well as for mitigation 
monitoring. The mitigation package was developed by an interagency, interdisciplinary 
team with specific expertise in their respective fields. The precise mitigation and 
monitoring requirements specifically will be described prior to project construction. 

51.65	 Scofield Reservoir was enlarged to mitigate potential adverse effects of the Proposed Action; 
therefore, any potential impacts already are mitigated in part by the reservoir enlargement.  The
EIS team believes the new facility will go a long way to compensate for loss of recreation.
SWCD is committed to mitigate impacts, and mitigation will be an ongoing effort before, 
during, and after construction of the dam facilities. 

51.66	 Comment noted. Recreational use is described in section 3.15. 
51.67	 The Service issued a final biological opinion for the Narrows Project that relies on the RIP as the 

reasonable and prudent alternative for depletion impacts.  The RIP determines what actions to
take and funds these actions with the depletion payment made by SWCD under the Section 7
consultation agreement process.  Additional consultation can happen any time during the life 
of the project. 

51.68	 The proposed project identifies reasonable actions to reduce or eliminate impacts to the aquatic 
species such as the spotted frog. Existing aquatic habitats are identified and discussed in 
section 3.12 of the FEIS. Reclamation is supportive of conservation efforts and several proposed 
mitigation efforts in the FEIS that are designed to benefit the spotted frog and other aquatic species. 

51.69	 
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Proposed mitigation measures common to the action alternatives are described in 
chapter 2 and appendix G, but additional mitigation and monitoring requirements could 
be developed per this and other comments prior to project design and construction. 
SWCD would be responsible for development and implementation of all mitigation 
measures. 

Effects on Carbon County resources were considered by the EIS team throughout the FEIS.  See 
section 3.2.2.2 of the FEIS.  The effect on Carbon County of the diversion of 5,400 acre-feet annually out 
of the basin likely will be minimal for the following reasons. First, the Scofield Dam was not designed to 
use the transbasin diversion water. The Narrows Reservoir would store high flows associated with spring 
runoff that would otherwise be unable to be stored legally in Scofield Reservoir. As a result, the diversion 
of 5,400 acre-feet to Sanpete County would not result in a loss of an equivalent amount in reservoir yield. 
The reduced yield in Scofield Reservoir is much smaller. Second, the water diverted from Carbon County 
first will be removed from its least productive uses (e.g., the cultivation of marginal lands). As a result, 
the loss in revenue will be minimized. Third, the Colorado River Water Quality Improvement Program 
is sponsoring the construction of various pipelines in Carbon County in an effort to reduce salt loading. 
These projects will result in water savings that will offset the effect of the transbasin diversion. Finally, 
the water scheduled for transbasin diversion to Sanpete County under the 1984 Compromise Agreement 
was only available for use in Carbon County on a temporary basis. Under appropriate water management 
practices, it should not be earmarked for a permanent use—such as municipal use or fire protection. 
As temporary water, it should be used only for irrigation. 

51.70	 

Reclamation considered the economic impacts of the project in the FEIS.  The cost:benefit 
data and assessment of effects are specifically those required to evaluate the loan application 
under the SRPA.  The loan application is appended to the FEIS (appendix J), and the factors for 
evaluating the loan areand the factors for evaluating the loan were added to chapter 1. 
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51.71	 

51.72	 Earthquake hazards are addressed in the FEIS for this specific site.  There are Federal 
and State guidelines for dam design (Federal Guidelines for Dam Safety, FEMA, 2005; 
and Requirements for the Design, Construction, and Abandonment of Dams, 
UAC Rule R655-11, respectively). These were not introduced to the FEIS because of the 
expected time lag between issuance of the document and the probable date of final design. 
Should the proponents proceed, they would have to bring the design up to standards. 
Final design is not required in an EIS. 

51.73	 The salinity control program related to the Narrows Project being a participating project 
in the Colorado River Storage Project was added to Section 3.3, Water Quality. 

51.74	 Section 3–Section 8: All comments submitted during scoping and the comment period 
up to publication of the 1998 Final EIS and the 2010 SDEIS have been fully considered 
and, where appropriate, incorporated into the document. Section 1 of your comment 
letter was addressed to the USACE on May 14, 1998. These concerns were fully 
considered in the publication of the SDEIS and need no further comment. Furthermore, 
the USACE did not submit any comments or concerns during the 60-day public 
comment period, which ended June 1, 2010. 
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The Murdock study was addressed in the FEIS in response to this and other comments.  
The EIS team believes the model used to predict impacts is adequate and effective in 
identifying actual impacts of the proposed project. Modeling information is available 
in the project files at the Provo Area Office.  Limitations of the models are disclosed in 
a new appendix (appendix I) that describes the modeling in detail.

52.01	 

53.01	 

54.01	 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

55.01	 The Spring Glen Canal Company water rights appear to be senior to those for the 
Narrows Project. The Narrows Project water right would be regulated by the Utah State 
Engineer according to their priority dates. Senior downstream water rights can require 
upstream junior rights to cease diversions (starting with the most junior) to allow 
sufficient streamflow to fully satisfy them. However, senior water rights cannot require 
junior upstream storage rights to release previously stored water as long as that water 
storage occurred during a time period when these junior storage rights were in priority. 
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56.01	       Comment noted; the public health and safety section (3.19) was expanded to highlight 
public health issues related to drinking water. 

 
56.02	 Mitigation measures proposed to offset adverse impacts to water quality on Scofield 

Reservoir are discussed in section 3.3 of the FEIS. Proposed mitigation measures 
would reduce phosphorus levels and eutrophication potential to preproject conditions. 
Algal growth and dissolved oxygen are linked to phosphorus concentrations. 
Maintaining reservoir phosphorus concentrations at preproject conditions through 
proposed mitigation measures also is expected to maintain algal growth and dissolved 
oxygen levels at preproject conditions. 

56.03	 Implementation of proposed mitigation measures (section 3.3 of the FEIS) is expected 
to reduce phosphorus levels to preproject conditions, which also are expected to 
maintain algal growth at preproject conditions. 

56.04	 Scofield Reservoir was enlarged to mitigate any potential adverse effects of the 
Proposed Action; therefore, any potential impacts are already mitigated in part by the 
reservoir enlargement. 

56.05	 The FEIS acknowledges that negative effects would occur to fisheries of certain stream 
reaches within the proposed project area. The FEIS has designed mitigation measures 
to compensate for these effects. 

56.06	 The SDEIS disclosed the effects to water quality from Scofield Reservoir, the fishery, 
and the effects on the Price River Water Improvement District. The EIS team could not 
find any evidence that treatment costs would change for the Price River Water 
Improvement District’s users. Nor did the team find any evidence that there would be 
additional treatments required should the project be implemented. 

57.01	       This sentence was deleted from the Executive Summary and Section 3.1, Water Resources. 

57.02	      Water users are entitled to divert water in accordance with their existing water rights. 
                Concerns regarding SWCD's current use of its water rights is outside the scope of this 
                FEIS and should be directed to the Utah State Engineer and the appointed river 
                commissioner. The State Engineer has jurisdiction over the amounts and legality 
                of any transbasin diversions referenced in the comment. 

57.03	 You are correct that the 1984 agreement allows for a 14,500-acre-foot active storage 
capacity with the storage above 10,000 acre-feet being for instream flow purpose. 

57.04	 Implementation of proposed mitigation measures (section 3.3) is expected to reduce 
phosphorus levels to preproject conditions that also are expected to maintain algal 
growth at preproject conditions. 
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57.05	 The North Sanpete water users are entitled to develop whatever valid water 
                 rights they may have under Utah Water Law. The water rights involved in the
                 Narrows Project are governed by provision of the 1984 Compromise Agreement
                 mediated and signed by the State Engineer.  See section 3.2 of the FEIS 

58.01	 Comment noted. 

59.01	 Comment noted. 

60.01	 Comment noted. 

61.01	 Comment noted. 

62.01	 Comment noted. 

63.01	 Comment noted. 

64.01	 Comment noted. 

65.01	       Reclamation’s action is deciding whether to approve the loan application and the use of 
                 Federal land (see chapter 1 for clarification).  Several alternatives considered were 
                 determined to be unviable (section 2.3 of the FEIS).  In general, alternatives considered 
                 and eliminated from further study did not meet Reclamation’s criteria for providing a 
                 SRPA loan or licensing the use of Federal land.  It is important to note that, in addition 
                 to not meeting Reclamation's purpose and need, these alternatives did not meet 
                 SWCD’s water development objectives.

65.02	 The SRPA loan program guidelines (1990:5) state that Reclamation’s role is to assure 
                 the Secretary that the project is feasible from a financial, engineering, and environmental 
                 point of view and that the loan constitutes a reasonable risk for the United States. With 
                 this FEIS and the updated loan application, appended to the FEIS (appendix J), Reclamation 
                 plans to make this assessment. 
65.03	 The purpose and need were clarified in chapter 1. 
65.04	 Both water quality and water resources have been updated based on the comment-

response process 
65.05	 The updated loan application, along with the analyses in the FEIS, will be evaluated to 
                 determine whether SWCD meets the requisite financial and economic factors for a 
                 SRPA loan and approval of land use. 
65.06	 See other responses regarding inability to find a downscaled model of climate change at 

the watershed level. Climate change is discussed in section 1.7 of the FEIS. 

65.07	       SWCD would be responsible for the mitigation measures, should the loan be 
approved and the use of land allowed. The migration measures are described in the 
FEIS, but additional negotiations with interested parties likely would be required. 
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65.08	 The USDA Forest Service is a cooperating agency because they do have jurisdiction by 
law, as well as expertise. As such, they could adopt this FEIS if they have a decision to 
make, such as reclassifying the land uses; but they can adopt it only if they are satisfied 
with its adequacy. If they decide that the FEIS is inadequate or wrong and they have a 
decision to make, they would have to prepare a supplement to the FEIS, replacing or 
adding any needed information about land use or other issues, and they would have to 
circulate the supplement before taking action. Of course, they would have to issue their 
own record of decision. See 40 CFR 1506.3. 

65.09	 The criteria for approval of a loan under the SRPA and approval for the use of the land 
have been clarified and added to chapter 1. Reclamation considered the economic impact 
of the project in the FEIS.  The decision of economic repayment capacity will be analyzed 
when the SRPA loan application is reviewed, in conjunction with the FEIS. 

65.10	 
The loan application has been updated and appended to the FEIS (appendix J).  Reclamation’s 

                 loans engineers will follow the SRPA loan program guidance (1990) to determine whether 
                 the loan will be approved. 
65.11	       Given that Reclamation is making a decision on approving the loan and use of Federal 
                 land, Reclamation’s purpose and need is considering approval of SWCD’s SRPA loan 
                 application to build the Narrows Project and SWCD’s request for authorization to use 
                 withdrawn lands to construct and operate the proposed dam and reservoir.  The range 
                of alternatives to be analyzed in the FEIS is defined in chapter 1. Chapter 1 has been 
                updated to clarify that Reclamation examined a range of reservoir sizes to ensure that 
                a reasonable range of alternatives were considered and enable USACE to determine the
                LEDPA.

65.12	      See section 2.3.1.1 in the FEIS for reasons the Direct Diversion Without Reservoir 
was eliminated from further study.

 
65.13	       See section 2.3.3.1 in the FEIS for reasons the Conservation Without Development of 
                Other Water Supplies was eliminated from further study.  Conservation will not provide 
                 the necessary amount of water for late season irrigation.

65.14	 Given the difficult concessions made by both parties in reaching the 1984 Agreement 
and the long history of this disagreement, the SDEIS was correct in stating 
“Modification of the 1984 Compromise Agreement appears very unlikely considering 
the historical attitudes of the parties involved.”  See section 2.3.5.1 in the FEIS for 

                additional reasons the Valley Damsite Alternative was eliminated from further study.

65.15	 Water quality impacts to Scofield Reservoir from the Proposed Action are described in 
section 3.3. Mitigation measures for the adverse impacts to water quality on Scofield 
Reservoir are discussed in appendix F and as part of the description of the action 
alternatives. According to the Scofield TMDL prepared by the Utah Division of Water 
Quality, blue-green algae in the reservoir is caused by excessive nutrients such as 
phosphorus. Mitigation measures that reduce phosphorus to preproject conditions also 
should limit blue-green algae to preproject conditions. 
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65.16	 Surface water temperature data collected in July and August by the Utah Division of 
Water Quality on Scofield Reservoir between 1981 and 2007 does not show differences 
in temperature between low storage and high storage years. Summer surface water 
temperatures are primarily determined by solar input and wind mixing. Surface water 
temperatures would be expected to be similar between the Proposed Action and the No 
Action Alternative. The Proposed Action will reduce the volume of the hypolimnion 
and metalimnion of Scofield Reservoir due to the reduced storage. Reduction in 
volume in these zones will result in warmer temperatures through the entire water 
column during the summer. Discussion of these changes has been included in the FEIS. 

65.17	 The temperature of releases from the proposed reservoir are not expected to deviate far 
from those naturally occurring temperatures. The multilevel release structure (unusual 
for a small, high altitude reservoir) would provide a means of fine tuning such aspects 
of release operations. Warmer water could be released during colder periods of the 
year, and somewhat cooler water could be released during summer months to maintain 
optimum downstream temperatures for the fishery. 

65.18	 The water resources section (Section 3.1, Water Resources) has been updated using 
available information. It addresses all of these concerns with available data.  Averages 
are based on the 1960–2002 hydrologic period of record. The hydrologic analysis uses 
USGS stream gauge data, and a majority of the USGS stream guage data was discontinued 
in 1989 and 2003. The additional effort to add 1 year of stream gauge data results in an 

                 insignificant improvement in the overall analysis. 
65.19	 The updated loan application, along with the analyses in the FEIS, will be evaluated 
                 to determine whether SWCD meets the requisite financial and economic factors for a 
                 SRPA loan and approval of land use. 
65.20	 The mitigation measures would be included in construction contracts and other 

agreements to ensure their implementation. Mitigation measures would be concurrent 
with project construction. Should Reclamation fund the Narrows Project through the 
SRPA loan program and issue a license agreement for use of Federal land and 
environmental commitments are not kept, project funding and renewal of the license

                 agreement could be withheld by Reclamation. In addition, the 404 Permit issued by 
                 USACE could restrict filling of the reservoir if environmental commitments are not met. 
65.21	 This is included in the FEIS to give a brief overview of where SWCD intends to get 

funding. 

65.22	 The SRPA loan application, appended to the FEIS (appendix J), includes the financial analysis. 
Ability to pay economic analysis in the FEIS and other financial and economic considerations 
will be taken into account when deciding whether or not to approve the loan and use of the land. 
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65.23	 Climate change is addressed in section 1.7 of the FEIS. According to section 1.7, 
“Reclamation has undertaken steps to model the effects of climate change on water 
delivery systems on a regional basis and for its larger reservoirs, such as Lake Powell 
and Flaming Gorge Reservoir. To date, however, models have not been developed with 
sufficient detail or sensitivity to capture small projects such as the proposed Narrows 
Project, which involves storage and distribution of 5,400 acre-feet of water per year. 
Historic Utah records indicate that both temperatures and precipitation in Utah 
(http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/oa/ climate/research/cag3/ut.html) have been increasing. 
However, without verified models addressing climate change at this project level, 
Reclamation concludes that, at this time, data and modeling tools are not yet developed 
to the point that meaningful analysis of a small project can be achieved.” The 5,400 acre-
feet of water annually diverted is a very small amount of water and well within the error 
of existing climate change models. Furthermore, published USGS streamflow data is 
generally considered to have an accuracy of within 5–10%. The flow reduction model 
used in the FEIS is unbiased and defensible. 

 

65.25	 Mitigation measures were proposed and evaluated by an interagency team of water 
quality specialists. Streambank restoration as a means of reducing phosphorus loading 
in the Scofield Reservoir watershed were also identified by the Utah Division of Water 
Quality in the Scofield Reservoir TMDL. Specific locations for mitigation will be 
identified by a water quality monitoring program. If identified improvements do not 
meet the required phosphorus load reduction target identified in the FEIS, then 
additional mitigation measures will be identified and implemented. The stream 
stabilization/restoration program implemented by the State under the Clean Lakes 
Program initially was successful until the local landowners stopped supporting the 
effort and deliberately nullified the success of the program. That is the reason, this 
time, that the land will be acquired and managed by agencies that will support the 
program and ensure the effectiveness of these mitigation measures. 

65.26	 The FEIS recognizes these as adverse impacts to water quality at Scofield Reservoir 
and, therefore, as adverse impacts to recreation. Mitigation measures for these adverse 
impacts to water quality on Scofield Reservoir are discussed in the FEIS and 
appendix G. 
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Reclamation believes the proposed mitigation is reasonable to remediate the adverse impacts 
of the project consistent with the mitigation strategies described in the Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) regulations. 

65.24	 
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65.27	 Phosphorus loading into Scofield Reservoir would be reduced by 105 kg/yr by the 
Proposed Action without any mitigation. Section 3.3 of the FEIS also points out that, 
even with this reduction in total load phosphorus, concentrations in Scofield Reservoir 
would increase due to reduced dilution created by the depletion of water in the 
Gooseberry Creek watershed. Due to the acknowledged increase in phosphorus 
concentration, which is considered an adverse impact, specific mitigation measures are 
proposed to offset this impact. These measures would reduce phosphorus loading to 
Scofield Reservoir by 805 kg/yr. 

65.28	 Section 3.3 of the FEIS has been edited to reflect the potential for adverse impacts to 
water quality from the Proposed Action. 

65.29	 Section 3.3 of the FEIS identifies an annual phosphorus load reduction target of 
805 kg/year.  The load reduction was identified from the eutrophication study. 
Mitigation measures on 9.5 miles of tributaries to Scofield Reservoir were proposed and 
evaluated by an interagency team of water quality specialists. For the Mud Creek 
watershed, 6½ miles of mitigation measures were identified. Specific locations for 
mitigation will be identified by a water quality monitoring program. If identified 
improvements do not meet the required phosphorus load reduction target identified in 
the FEIS, then additional mitigation measures will be identified and implemented. 
While Mud Creek only contributes 29% of the total phosphorus load to Scofield 
Reservoir, this equates to 1,950 kg/yr. The Scofield Reservoir TMDL also identified 
stream restoration in the Mud Creek watershed that would reduce phosphorus loading 
by an estimated 500 kg/yr. 

65.30	 The measures discussed were proposed and evaluated by an interagency team of water 
quality specialists. Reclamation believes the modified discussion of these issues is 
accurate and adequate and would indeed be effective. 

65.31	 The proposed mitigation measures are to offset water quality impacts of the Proposed 
Action by maintaining phosphorus levels at preproject conditions in Scofield Reservoir. 

65.32	 Proposed mitigation measures will maintain water quality in Scofield Reservoir at 
preproject conditions by reducing phosphorus loading. The Scofield Reservoir was 
enlarged to mitigate any potential adverse effects of the Narrows Project; therefore, any 
potential impacts are already mitigated in part by the reservoir enlargement. 

65.33	 Other comments are noted, no response required. 
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66.01	 The operating agreement between Fairview Lakes and Narrows Reservoir would be 
executed to facilitate intream flows above the Narrows Reservoir. This agreement 
likely would specify the release of Fairview Lake water when needed to meet instream 
flow targets and would involve the recapture this water in the Narrow’s Reservoir for 
later use by Fairview Lakes water right holders. Given the extra storage in Narrows 
Reservoir for instream flow purposes, it is unlikely that this exchange of water would 
reduce the water available for transbasin diversion at the Narrows Tunnel or increase 
the project water costs. An operating agreement is not necessary for the regulation of 
water rights since Fairview Lakes is both upstream of and has senior right to the 
Narrows Reservoir. Additionally, no agreement is necessary to protect Fairview Lake 
deliveries through the Narrows Reservoir as this is the responsibility of the local river 
commissioner. 

66.02	 The modified release of water from Fairview Lakes into the Gooseberry tributaries is 
not an issue with the operation or construction of the Narrows Project, except as 
mitigation for the inundated stream fishery and possibly the wetlands; but further 
discussions between UDWR and the water users certainly could address this issue. At 
the present time, there are no mitigation measures associated with this release. Just as 
the Narrows Project is required to comply with the requirements of Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act, other developments also would be required to comply. The USACE, 
in carrying out its regulatory responsibility, would ensure that wetlands are protected 
and impacts are mitigated. 

66.03	 The SRPA loan review process calls for Reclamation’s loan engineer to review six 
financial and economic indicators that will be used to determine the overall loan risk 
and category. A description of these was added to chapter 1. The new loan application 
is appended to the FEIS (appendix J) so the public can review it. 

66.04	 Narrows Tunnel was rehabilitated in 2011 independently of the Narrows Project. The 
tunnel is not part of the Central Utah Project. 

66.05	       SWCD believes that there is a reasonable expectation that willing sellers of land 
and water would be found and that the mitigation could be implemented as proposed. 
Land owners of proposed mitigation sites previously have been contacted, and many 
have expressed interest in participating. 

66.06	 Under the SRPA (Public Law 84-984), up to 50% of costs allocated to fish and wildlife 
are nonreimbursable. The remaining 50% is anticipated to come from a State grant. 

66.07	 The loan application provided by SWCD and attached to the FEIS will update these costs. 

66.08	 Any Federal funding for this project would be contingent upon appropriations from 
Congress. 

66.09	 The Narrows Project is being evaluated based on the SRPA loan indicators; and the 
                 efficiencies of providing water is factored into the analysis in the FEIS.  Also, the Central

                                 Utah Project's facilities do not provide water to Sanpete County for late season irrigation. 
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66.10	 The SRPA program guidelines (1990:Appendix 5) require land classification (land 
suitability) studies.  This requirement is for a soil scientist to determine the suitability of 
the land resources for sustained irrigation, considering the factors of land productivity, 
land development costs, and costs of production. These costs are to be factored into the 
farm budget, which is a primary indicator of whether or not the loan and use of the land
would be approved. There are lands that might not be suitable for irrigation; and these, 
as stated in the comment, might not be eligible to receive project water.  Also, conservation 

                 through retirement of irrigation lands would not provide late season irrigation.

66.11	      The Recovery Implementation Program’s recommendations are incorporated into 
                 section 3.12 (Threatened and Endangered Species) of the FEIS. The Service issued a 
                 final Biological Opinion for the Narrows Project that relies on the RIP as the reasonable 
                 and prudent alternative for depletion impacts.  The RIP determines what actions to take and 
                 funds these actions with the depletion payment made by SWCD under the Section 7 consultation 
                 agreement process.  Additional consultation could happen any time during the life of the project.   
 
                 A position paper entitled “The Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program’s 
                 Position on the Role of the Price River in Recovery of Endangered Fish and the Need for Flow 
                 Management” was drafted during 2011.  The results of the draft study included having the RIP 
                describe flow conditions they believe are conducive to Colorado pikeminnow use of the lower 
                Price River, to investigate opportunities to protect existing flows, and to avoid dewatering the 
                lower Price River.  The report is being finalized at this time. Instream flow requirements are a 
                function of Utah water law and beyond the scope of this FEIS.  

66.12	       The non-Federal Narrows Project water right will be regulated by the Utah State Engineer 
                 according to their priority dates.  According to section 3.2.1 of the FEIS, “the conditions of 
                 the 1984 Compromise Agreement, which were incorporated into the January 7, 1985, approval 
                 of these applications to appropriate, subordinated certain Price River Water Users Association’s 
                 water rights to the Narrows Project, limited the annual transbasin diversion and storage allowed 
                 by the Narrows Project, and specified how stored water from Scofield Reservoir would be used 
                 to satisfy the downstream water rights that are senior to the Narrows Project.”

66.13	 The total phosphorus load to Scofield Reservoir will decrease as a result of the 
Proposed Action, but the in-lake phosphorus concentration will increase due to 
depletions. Due to the acknowledged increase in phosphorus concentration, which is 
considered an adverse impact, specific mitigation measures are proposed to offset this 
impact. These measures are discussed in section 3.3 of the FEIS and will reduce 
phosphorus loading to Scofield Reservoir by 805 kg/yr. Water clarity may be affected 
by decreased storage in Scofield Reservoir. Additional discussion has been added to 
the FEIS discussing these potential effects. Scofield Reservoir was enlarged to mitigate 
any potential adverse effects of the Narrows Project; therefore, any potential impacts 
are already mitigated in part by the reservoir enlargement. 
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66.16	 

66.17	 The EIS team found that the differences in project yield and in downstream flows 
were very minor.  Operation studies and flow values are described in section 3.1.2 
of the FEIS. 

66.18	 Possible impacts from increased recreation were considered (the reason for special 
design of buffer zones and all recreation facilities would be constructed to USDA 
Forest Service standards), as well as impacts on eutrophication and temperature in 
Scofield Reservoir and possible overall water quality impacts to the stream system. 

66.19	 The FEIS states that SWCD would be responsible to enter into a MOA with UDWR and 
other appropriate agencies for all fishery measures. Reclamation would not be 
responsible for the costs of mitigation; that would be SWCD’s responsibility should the 
project be implemented. 
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Addressing this concern would require reoperation of Scofield Reservoir, which is 
outside the scope of the FEIS. The operational decisions are Carbon County’s, and we 
recommend that the Stonefly Society work directly with the county regarding in-stream 
flows. 

66.15	 

Implementation of proposed mitigation measures (section 3.3 of the FEIS) is expected 
to reduce phosphorus levels to preproject conditions, which is also expected to maintain 
water quality at preproject conditions. 

66.14	 
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67.01	  The EIS team added a description of the loan factors. The data is appended to 
                  the FEIS in the loan application (appendix J). 

67.02	 These data were updated. An updated economic analysis is included in the loan 
application appended to the FEIS (appendix J). 

67.03	 Climate change is discussed in section 1.7 of the FEIS. To date, global climate change 
models or even the Colorado River Basin models have not been downscaled to provide 
the detail or sensitivity that would be required for the proposed Narrows Project. 
Without models downscaled to the level of the watershed, Reclamation concluded that, 
at this time, data and modeling tools are not yet developed to the point that meaningful 
analysis of how climate change might affect the hydrology of this project can be 
achieved. 

67.04	 

67.05	 A water rights section was added to the FEIS in response to this and other water right comments.  
See section 3.2.  This comment indicates that the downstream river systems below the Narrows 
Project are over appropriated, and the Narrows Project would inappropriately interfere with the 
Carbon County water users.  Section 3.3.3 of the FEIS evaluates the impacts of proposed 
alternatives to the water available to downstream water rights in the Gooseberry Creek, Fish 
Creek, Cottonwood Creek, Price River, Green River, and San Pitch River systems. 

67.06	 The text has been changed in section 3.6.  Should the dam be approved for construction, it 
would be built to appropriate Federal or State seismic standards (i.e., Federal Guidelines for 
Dam Safety, Federal Emergency Management Agency [FEMA], 2005; and Requirements for 
the Design, Construction, and Abandonment of Dams, Utah Administrative Code [UAC] 
Rule R655-11, respectively).

67.07	 Wetland effects were updated in the FEIS. See section 3.14.   Impacts to wetlands will be 
                 mitigated to the extent possible. 
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Additional discussion of the gastrointestinal effects was added to the public health and 
safety section (3.19) because of this and other comments.  Potential outbreaks of 
gastrointestinal illnesses during drought periods were described by Dr. Max Morgan.  
They were addressed when it was received in the DEIS and is repeated here.  
Mr. Kevin W. Brown, director of the Utah Division of Drinking Water, investigated in 
detail the concern expressed by Dr. Max Morgan about the treated drinking water from 
Scofield Reservoir during the 1992 drought year.  The concern was whether the apparent 
increase in gastrointestinal disease was caused by either residual bacterial coliforms in the 
treated water or the superchlorination that was necessary to render the water safe.  The 
State thoroughly reviewed all the required monitoring (chlorine residual and coliform 

                counts) by the water treatment entities.  There were no documented problems with the 
                treated water, nor was the water superchlorinated, because it was not needed.  Likewise, 
                neither the State nor local health departments documented any increased gastrointestinal 
                illnesses during that time period.
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67.08	 The loss of any elk calving area would be relatively small compared to the total area 
useful for calving in the immediate vicinity of the project. Habitats lost due to proposed 
construction activities would be fully mitigated as outlined in the FEIS. 

67.09	 The dispersed recreational classification of the project area would not change should 
the project be approved and implemented. There would be some changes in 
recreational use; however, these are disclosed in section 3.15. 

67.10	 While it is possible that the values described in this comment would not rise to the level 
of significance for the National Register of Historic Places , cultural resource surveys 
and evaluations would be required as part of the environmental commitments in the 
Narrows FEIS. These commitments must be met prior to initiation of final design and 
construction of the Narrows Project. During the surveys, cultural resources within the 
area of potential effects of the project would be identified and recorded. If any of these 
cultural resources are determined to be historic properties (as defined in 36 CFR 
800.16(l)) that are significant for their association with important persons or events in 
local history, and if they would be adversely impacted, then mitigation or “resolution of 
effects” would be required. 

67.11	 Impacts to reservoir fisheries are based on the average reservoir surface area. The 
impact indicator on reservoir fisheries is the change in surface area in Scofield 
Reservoir. Effects to Scofield Reservoir from the proposed project are discussed in 
section 3.10 in the FEIS. 

67.12	 Implementation of proposed mitigation measures is expected to reduce phosphorus 
levels to preproject conditions that also are expected to maintain water quality at 
preproject conditions. Fish kills at Scofield Reservoir have been reported in 14 out of 
46 years (1960–2005). An examination of each year with reported fish kills does not 
show a correlation with low-water events. Many of the years with reported fish kills 
were years in which Scofield Reservoir was at or near full capacity. 

67.13	       Comment noted.  Certainly, if the Narrows Project is constructed and operated, certain 
                 operational issues may arise.  It will be important for parties to cooperate regarding 
                 such issues.  See the analysis of hydrology and water rights in sections 3.1 and 3.2 of 
                 the FEIS.

67.14	 The predicted effects of the Proposed Action on phosphorus and eutrophication are 
based on an eutrophication study conducted by Franson-Noble Engineering. There is 
no method available to predict numbers of fish that would be killed. Efforts are 
proposed to reduce phosphorus loading by minimizing upstream phosphorous sources. 
This mitigation is intended to minimize fish kills under project conditions through 
reductions in phosphorus and subsequent water quality improvements. 
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67.15	 The loan factors that will be used to evaluate the loan application have been added to 
chapter 1, and the loan application itself is appended to the FEIS (appendix J). This 

                provides the economic analysis of costs and benefits, per the SRPA program. 

67.16	 The effects on southwestern willow flycatcher are disclosed in the threatened and 
endangered section, and the biological assessment that was submitted to the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service. 

67.17	 Adverse modification to critical habitat was assessed in the biological assessment 
submitted to the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service 

67.18	 SWCD conducted a survey for the spotted frog in historic habitat in the Sanpete Valley. 
Two frogs were found near Oak Creek at the northern terminus of the proposed water 
delivery pipeline. It was concluded that the project is not likely to have an adverse 
effect on the spotted frog; therefore, no special mitigation or conservation measures 
were developed. Reclamation and SWCD will cooperate in implementing the measures 
prescribed in the Spotted Frog Conservation Agreement and Strategy (Final 1998). 

67.19	 This is included in the loan application appended to the FEIS (appendix J). 
68.01	 Comment noted. 
69.01	 Comment noted. 
70.01	 Comment noted. 
71.01	 Price River flows below Scofield Reservoir that would impact the municipal water 

supply for Helper and Price were analyzed, and there was no significant difference from 
the flow analysis outlined in the FEIS. No further flow analysis is needed. Mr. Kevin 
W. Brown, director of the Utah Division of Drinking Water, investigated in detail the 
concern expressed by Dr. Max Morgan about the treated drinking water from Scofield 
Reservoir during the 1992 drought year. The concern was that the apparent increase in 
gastrointestinal disease was caused by either residual bacterial coliforms in the treated 
water or the superchlorination that was necessary to render the water safe. The State 
thoroughly reviewed all the required monitoring (chlorine residual and coliform counts) 
by the water treatment entities. There were no documented problems with the treated 
water, nor was the water superchlorinated, because it was not needed. Likewise, neither 
the State nor local Health Departments documented any increased gastrointestinal 
illnesses during that time period. 
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72.01	 Price River flows below Scofield Reservoir that would impact the municipal water 
supply for Helper and Price were analyzed, and there was no significant difference from 
the flow analysis outlined in the FEIS. No further flow analysis is needed. Mr. Kevin 
W. Brown, director of the Utah Division of Drinking Water, investigated in detail the 
concern expressed by Dr. Max Morgan about the treated drinking water from Scofield 
Reservoir during the 1992 drought year. The concern was that the apparent increase in 
gastrointestinal disease was caused by either residual bacterial coliforms in the treated 
water or the superchlorination that was necessary to render the water safe. The State 
thoroughly reviewed all the required monitoring (chlorine residual and coliform counts) 
by the water treatment entities. There were no documented problems with the treated 
water, nor was the water superchlorinated, because it was not needed. Likewise, neither 
the State nor local Health Departments documented any increased gastrointestinal 
illnesses during that time period. 

73.01	 Comment noted. 
74.01	 Comment noted. 
75.01	 According to section 3.18 of the FEIS, SWCD will purchase or lease any private land 

needed for the project, which includes compensation for damages (impacts). There will 
be a loss of animal unit months (AUMs) that is acknowledged in this section. 

75.02	  Such arrangements would need to be negotiated between SWCD and the USDA 
Forest Service. Again, SWCD has committed to compensate for losses. 

75.03	 The pipeline is designed to dissipate the energy and reduce any impact to the existing 
stream. Natural high spring flows greatly exceed the volume capacity of the tunnel. 

75.04	 Canal automation is discussed in section 2.2.2.2.2.5 of the FEIS. It is the responsibility 
of SWCD to operate and maintain the tunnel; and, therefore, they would become 
responsible for automation and ensuring that the releases are accurate and reliable. 

76.01	 Comment noted. 
77.01	 Comment noted. 
78.01	 Comment noted. 
79.01	 Comment noted. 
80.01	 Comment noted. Information about Scofield Reservoir is considered in the Section 3.1, 

Water Resources. 
80.02	 Your concern with replacement power and potential increased costs to rate payers is 

noted. 
80.03	 Ensuring cost-effective and long-term water supplies to its customers is part of 

Reclamation’s mission. We understand the concern. 
81.01	 The costs in the FEIS are indexed from previous estimates. Also, the loan application 

should be updated with more current costs. 
81.02	 We assume this comment is in response to SWCD’s proposal to purchase land from 

willing sellers. Should the project proceed, SWCD would have to offer fair market 
                 value to the potentially interested sellers. 
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81.03	 Text was changed in section 3.6. Should the dam be approved for construction, it 
would be built to appropriate Federal or State seismic standards—for example, Federal 
Guidelines for Dam Safety , FEMA, 2005; and Requirements for the Design, 
Construction, and Abandonment of Dams, UAC Rule R655-11, respectively. 

81.04	 The design standards at the time of construction would be implemented. 

81.05	 The EIS team believes that it disclosed the impacts to water rights and wildlife. Section 
3.2, Waters Rights, a new water rights section, was added. Wildlife effects are 
described in section 3.11. 

82.01 Comment noted. 
83.01 Comment noted. 
84.01 Comment noted. 
85.01 Comment noted. 
86.01 Comment noted. 
87.01 Comment noted. 
88.01 Comment noted. 
89.01 Comment noted. 
90.01 Comment noted. 
91.01 Comment noted. 
92.01 Comment noted. 
93.01 Comment noted. 
94.01 Comment noted. 
95.01 Comment noted. 
96.01 Comment noted. 
97.01 Comment noted. 
98.01 Comment noted. 
99.01 Comment noted. 

100.01 Comment noted. 
101.01 Comment noted. 
102.01 Comment noted. 
103.01 Comment noted. 
104.01 Comment noted. 
105.01 Comment noted. 
106.01 Comment noted. 
107.01 Comment noted. 
108.01 Comment noted. 
109.01 Comment noted. 
110.01 Comment noted. 
111.01 Comment noted. 
112.01 Comment noted. 
113.01 Comment noted. 
114.01 Comment noted. 
115.01 Comment noted. 
116.01 Comment noted. 
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117.01 Comment noted. 
118.01 Comment noted. 
119.01 Comment noted. 
120.01 Comment noted. 
121.01 Comment noted. 
122.01 Comment noted. 
123.01 Comment noted. 
124.01 Comment noted. 
125.01 Comment noted. 
126.01 Comment noted. 
127.01 Comment noted. 
128.01 Comment noted. 
129.01 Comment noted. 
130.01 Comment noted. 
131.01 Comment noted. 
132.01 Comment noted. 
133.01 Comment noted. 
134.01 Comment noted. 
135.01 Comment noted. 
136.01 Comment noted. 
137.01 Comment noted. 
138.01 Comment noted. 
139.01 Comment noted. 
140.01 Comment noted. 
141.01 Comment noted. 
142.01 Comment noted. 
143.01 Comment noted. 
144.01 Comment noted. 
145.01 Comment noted. 
146.01 Comment noted. 
147.01 Comment noted. 
148.01 Comment noted. 
149.01 Comment noted. 
150.01 Comment noted. 
151.01 Comment noted. 
152.01 Comment noted. 
153.01 Comment noted. 
154.01 Comment noted. 
155.00 Comment noted. 
156.01 Hydropower is beyond the scope of Reclamation’s action. However, if feasible, such a 

power plant would provide additional public benefit and enhance the benefits and costs 
for the Narrows Project. Because the dam, reservoir, and pipeline are owned by 
SWCD, it would be their responsibility to engage in hydropower investigation and 
apply for the appropriate licenses and permits. 

157.01 Comment noted. 
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158.01 Comment noted. 
159.01 Comment noted. 
160.01 Comment noted. 
161.01 Comment noted. 
162.01 Comment noted. 
163.01 Comment noted. 
164.01 Comment noted. 
165.01 Comment noted. 
166.01 Comment noted. 
167.01 Comment noted. 
168.01 Comment noted. 
169.01 Comment noted. 
170.01 Comment noted. 
171.01 Comment noted. 
172.01 Comment noted. 
173.01 Comment noted. 
174.01 Comment noted. 
175.01 Comment noted. 
176.01 Comment noted. 
177.01 Comment noted. 
178.01 Comment noted. 
179.01 Comment noted. 
180.01 Comment noted. 
181.01 Comment noted. 
182.01 Comment noted. 
183.01 Comment noted. 
184.01 Comment noted. 
185.01 Comment noted. 
186.01 Comment noted. 
187.01 Comment noted. 
188.01 Comment noted. 
189.01 Comment noted. 
190.01 Comment noted. 
191.01 Comment noted. 
192.01 Comment noted. 
193.01 Comment noted. 
194.01 Comment noted. 
195.01 Comment noted. 
196.01 Comment noted. 
197.01 Comment noted. 
198.01 Comment noted. 
199.01 Comment noted. 
200.01 Comment noted. 
201.01 Comment noted. 
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202.01 Comment noted. 
203.01 Comment noted. 
204.01 Comment noted. 
205.01 Comment noted. 
206.01 Comment noted. 
207.01 Comment noted. 
208.01 Comment noted. 
209.01 Comment noted. 
210.01 Comment noted. 
211.01 Comment noted. 
212.01 Comment noted. 
213.01 Comment noted. 
214.01 Comment noted. 
215.01 Comment noted. 
216.01 Comment noted. 
217.01 Comment noted. 
218.01 Comment noted. 
219.01 Comment noted. 
220.01 Comment noted. 
221.01 Comment noted. 
222.01 Comment noted. 
223.01 Comment noted. 
224.01 Comment noted. 
225.01 Comment noted. 
226.01 Comment noted. 
227.01 Comment noted. 
228.01 Comment noted. 
229.01 Comment noted. 
230.01 Comment noted. 
231.01 Comment noted. 
232.01 Comment noted. 
233.01 Comment noted. 
234.01 The EIS team considers that information concerning fish populations in effected water 

bodies has been adequately collected and discussed in the SDEIS. Detailed genetic 
profiles and population dynamics are not needed since the proposed project is unlikely 
to affect fish population dynamics or genetic profiles. Existing aquatic habitats are 
identified and discussed in section 3.10. Several proposed mitigation efforts are 
directed at these species. 

234.02 Cutthroat trout population management is carried out by UDWR. The proposed project 
will not interfere with UDWR fish population management goals and objectives. 

234.03 The EIS team considers the UDWR fisheries classification system appropriate for use in 
the FEIS. 

235.01 Comment noted. 
236.01 Comment noted. 
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237.01 Comment noted. 
238.01 Comment noted. 
239.01 Comment noted. 
240.01 Comment noted. 
241.01 Comment noted. 
242.01 Comment noted. 
243.01 Comment noted. 
244.01 Comment noted. 
245.01 Comment noted. 
246.01 Comment noted. 
247.01 Comment noted. 
248.01 Comment noted. 
249.01 Comment noted. 
250.01 Comment noted. 
251.01 Comment noted. 
252.01 Comment noted. 
253.01 Comment noted. 
254.01 Comment noted. 
255.01 Comment noted. 
256.01 Comment noted. 
257.01 Comment noted. 
258.01 Comment noted. 
259.01 Comment noted. 
260.01 Comment noted. 
261.01 Comment noted. 
262.01 Comment noted. 
263.01 Comment noted. 
264.01 Because the Utah State Engineer allocates sufficient water rights to use the State’s 

water resources during normal and wet years, it is reasonably anticipated that many 
water rights would be out of priority and cut off during an extremely dry period. 

264.02 Comment acknowledged. 
264.03 Comment acknowledged. 
264.04 The loan application is updated and appended to the FEIS (appendix J). 
264.05 The costs of an acre-foot of water are part of the loan application. 
264.06 This comment says that water rights have been over allocated by the State of Utah. 

Section 3.3.3 of the FEIS evaluates the impacts of proposed alternatives to the water 
available to downstream water rights in the Gooseberry Creek, Fish Creek, Cottonwood 
Creek, Price River, Green River, and San Pitch River systems. 
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264.07 The mechanism for allocating Utah’s water resources during drought years is by the 
                  priority date of the competing water rights, as mandated by Utah water law. 
                  Occasionally, water users will meet together to try to limit the impact of competing 
                  water rights as was done by SWCD, CWCD, and Price River Water Users Association 
                  (PRWUA) when the 1984 Compromise Agreement was formulated. 

264.08     The loan application does require an analysis of cost.  The loan application, with the inclusion 
                  of economic or financial data required to process the loan, is appended to the FEIS (appendix J). 

265.01 Comment noted. 
266.01 Comment noted. 
267.01 Comment noted. 
268.01 Comment noted. 
269.01 Comment noted. 
270.01 Comment noted. 
271.01 Comment noted. 
272.01 Comment noted. 
273.01 Comment noted. 
274.01 Comment noted. 
275.01 Comment noted. 
276.01 Comment noted. 
277.01 Comment noted. 
278.01 Comment noted. 
279.01 Comment noted. 
280.01 According to Section 3.18, Land Resources, SWCD would purchase any private land 

needed for the project and compensate for damages (impacts). 
281.01 Comment noted. 
282.01 Comment noted. 
283.01 Comment noted. 
284.01 Comment noted. 
285.01 Comment noted. 
286.01 Comment noted. 
287.01 Comment noted. 
288.01 Comment noted. 
289.01 Comment noted. 
290.01 Comment noted. 
291.01 Comment noted. 
292.01 Comment noted. 
293.01 Comment noted. 
294.01 Comment noted. 
295.01 Comment noted. 
296.01 Comment noted. 
297.01 Comment noted. 
298.01 Comment noted. 
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299.01 Comment noted. 
300.01 Comment noted. 
301.01 We do not have an explicit description of the individual diversions as requested in this 

comment. The Service has identified these diversions as one of the reasons there are 
endangered fish in the Colorado River Basin. Our description of the endangered fish in 
the Green River at the confluence with the Price is where the effect of these historic 
diversions is found in the FEIS. We note that the RIP, described in section 3.12, serves 
as the reasonable and prudent alternative under the ESA to mitigate for these existing 
baseline diversions. 

301.02 The instability of the sediment in the project area is acknowledged in Section 3.6, 
Geologic Resources, as is also the total capacity of 60 cfs, which is far below the 
natural high flow of the creek. 

302.01 Comment noted. 
303.01 Comment noted. 
304.01 Comment noted. 
305.01 Comment noted. 
306.01 Comment noted. 
307.01 Comment noted. 
308.01 Comment noted. 
309.01 Comment noted. 
310.01 Comment noted. 
311.01 Comment noted. 
312.01 Comment noted. 
313.01 Comment noted. 
314.01 Comment noted. 
315.01 Comment noted. 
316.01 Comment noted. 
317.01 Comment noted. 
318.01 Comment noted. 
319.01 Comment noted. 
320.01 Comment noted. 
321.01 Comment noted. 
322.01 Comment noted. 
323.01 Comment noted. 
324.01 Comment noted. 
325.01 Comment noted. 
326.01 Comment noted. 
327.01 Comment noted. 
328.01 Comment noted. 
329.01 Comment noted. 
330.01 Comment noted. 
331.01 Comment noted. 
332.01 Comment noted. 
333.01 Comment noted. 
334.01 Comment noted. 
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335.01 The high water level follows the 8,690-foot-mean-sea-level (msl) contour line 
approximately 500 feet from your cabin site.  Your cabin is located at approximately 
8,728 feet msl, 38 vertical feet above the highest reservoir water level.  The reservoir 
will not encroach any of your private land or access road. The high water level will 
occur when the reservoir is completely full following spring runoff. The reservoir 
water level will reach the high water mark in the spring of most years; and as the 
reservoir is drawn down, the water level will fall well below the high water mark and 
remain there most of the year. There is not expected to be any effect to the existing 
spring above your cabin, the septic tank, cabin settling, your private land, and access to 
your cabin. 

335.02 Same response as 335.01. 
335.03 Same response as 335.01. 
335.04 The wetlands near your cabin above the high water level will remain the same. The EIS 

team does not expect a significant change in the mosquito population and therefore the 
risk of encountering West Nile virus will remain the same. 

335.05 It should have no effect on your access; however, SWCD will acquire private lands if 
needed for the project, which includes compensation for loss of access or providing 
comparable access. 

335.06 According to Section 3.18, Land Resources, SWCD will purchase or lease any private  
land needed for the project, which includes compensation for grazing damages (impacts). 

335.07 Same response for 335.06. 
335.08 SWCD will evaluate and compensate for all impacts to private landowners. No 

restrictions to cabin us is expected. 
336.01 Comment noted. 
337.01 Comment noted. 
338.01 Comment noted. 
339.01 Comment noted. 
340.01 Comment noted. 
341.01 Comment noted. 
342.01 Comment noted. 
343.01 Comment noted. 
344.01 Comment noted. 
345.01 Comment noted. 
346.01 Comment noted. 
347.01 Comment noted. 
348.01 Comment noted. 
349.01 Comment noted. 
350.01 Comment noted. 
351.01 Comment noted. 
352.01 Comment noted. 
353.01 Comment noted. 
354.01 Comment noted. 
355.01 Comment noted. 
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356.01 Comment noted. 
357.01 Comment noted. 
358.01 Comment noted. 
359.01 Comment noted. 
360.01 Comment noted. 
361.01 Comment noted. 
362.01 Comment noted. 
363.01 Comment noted. 
364.01 Comment noted. 
365.01 Comment noted. 
366.01 Comment noted. 
367.01 Comment noted. 
368.01 Comment noted. 
369.01 Comment noted. 
370.01 Comment noted. 
371.01 Comment noted. 
372.01 Comment noted. 
373.01 Comment noted. 
374.01 Comment noted. 
375.01 Comment noted. 
376.01 Comment noted. 
377.01 Comment noted. 
378.01 Comment noted. 
379.01 Comment noted. 
380.01 Comment noted. 
381.01 Comment noted. 
382.01 Comment noted. 
383.01 Comment noted. 
384.01 Comment noted. 
385.01 Comment noted. 
386.01 Comment noted. 
387.01 Comment noted. 
388.01 Comment noted. 
389.01 Comment noted. 
390.01 Comment noted. 
391.01 Comment noted. 
392.01 Comment noted. 
393.01 Comment noted. 
394.01 Comment noted. 
395.01 Comment noted. 
396.01 Comment noted. 
397.01 Comment noted. 
398.01 Comment noted. 
399.01 Comment noted. 
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400.01 Comment noted. 
401.01 Comment noted. 
402.01 Comment noted. 
403.01 Comment noted. 
404.01 Comment noted. 
405.01 Comment noted. 
406.01 Comment noted. 
407.01 Comment noted. 
408.01 Comment noted. 
409.01 Comment noted. 
410.01 Comment noted. 
411.01 Comment noted. 
412.01 Comment noted. 
413.01 Comment noted. 
414.01 Comment noted. 
415.01 Comment noted. 
416.01 Comment noted. 
417.01 Comment noted. 
418.01 Comment noted. 
419.01 It is possible to get leakage from a reservoir along a fault zone and into coal. A 

mitigation measure has been added to study this potential. A reservoir study that would 
require drilling to assess the likely seepage rate into the fault zones has been added to 
appendix G.  Depending on the type of bedrock involved in the faulting, the zone could 
be either composed of crushed rock, which is quite permeable, or clayey gouge, which 
is not so permeable. The overlying material is also very important. If the faults are 
located in a sequence of sandstone, it would be possible for seepage along the fault and 
through the overlying material. If a layer of thick clay was found in the basin, it would 
effectively cap the faults and fissures in the reservoir basin and prevent seepages from 
the reservoir. Permeability testing in the overburden and in the fault zone would be 
evaluated to assess the seepage rates. 

419.02 Evaporation for Narrows Reservoir was analyzed in the reservoir operation studies. We 
found that the differences in project yield and in downstream flows were very minor. 
Operation studies and flow values are described in the section 3.1.2 of the FEIS. 

419.03 See response 419.01. 
419.04 Under the Utah Relocation Assistance Act of 1972, as amended, if private land owners 

are impacted by SWCD’s acquisition, then the cabins or structures would need to be 
appraised; and, in general under State law, the land owners would be entitled to 
relocation benefits. These benefits would include payment of fair market value for the 
properties. For purposes of the NEPA process, Reclamation did not hire a title 
company to research actual ownership in the 366 acres that SWCD indicated it would 
acquire if the project was implemented. This would be SWCD’s responsibility if the 
project goes forward. 
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419.05	 In the short term, it is anticipated that the visual impact of exposed mud flat or shoreline 
would be negligible due to steeper topography and the duration and angle of view. But 
the text of the visual resources section was modified to indicate that the presence of the 
reservoir would alter the view. 

419.06	 Generally, only public lands or lands viewed from public lands are given visual quality 
objective (VQO) ratings. 

419.07	 Reclamation as the lead Federal agency in this undertaking would have to consult with 
the State Historic Preservation Officer on the eligibility of any property within the area 
of potential effects, as described in section 3.16 of the FEIS. Should the cabin be 
located within the area of potential effects of the SWCD undertaking, it is old enough 
for listing on the National Register of Historic Place . In addition to age, the cabin 
would have to be evaluated against four criteria at 36 CFR 60.4. The criteria are: A, 
associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
our history; B, associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; C, embody 
the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a 
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual 
distinction; or D, have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in 
history. In addition to meeting one or more of these significance criteria, the cabin 
would have to retain some or all of the aspects of integrity to be eligible for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places . 

419.08	 The NEPA process does not require completion of the 36 CFR 800 process, but rather, 
consideration of the potential effects on historic properties (see sections 4.2.3 and 3.16). 
Reclamation’s responsible official would need to commit to completion of the 36 CFR 
800 process but is not required to actually complete the required inventories and 
assessments prior to making a decision. 

419.09	 The effects to private landowners are considered in Section 3.15, Recreation and 
Visuals, and Section 3.18, Land Resources. 

419.10	 The Executive Summary and the water resources sections were made consistent with 
respect to the drawdowns. 

419.11	 The high water mark is at elevation 8,690 ft. Please see section 3.1 of the FEIS. 

419.12	 Utah State Law requires SWCD to appraise the values and pay fair market value. The 
project would not be “killed” if there are disagreements. 

419.13	 These costs were not calculated; the recreational user day calculations were strictly 
based on a full pool. 

419.14	 An additional map has been added to address this comment 
419.15	 The FEIS has been edited to address this comment. The dam will be constructed to 

meet seismic code, which will have no effect on mineable coals. 
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419.16	 While we have not done an analysis of the Narrow Project reservoir specifically, we 
have surveyed nine other Reclamation reservoirs in the past 3 years in northern Utah. 
Our findings indicate that on our larger rivers in northern Utah, the average we are 
seeing in terms of reservoir sedimentation has been on the order of 4% over a 70-year 
life of the reservoir. The assumption can be made that, for streams and rivers at the 
higher elevations, sedimentation rates will be lower than for reservoirs at lower 
elevations. 

419.17	 Hazardous is a term applied to a substance that poses substantial or potential threats to 
public health or the environment. Cobalt concentrations discussed for the project area 
were reported in the National Geochemical Database from the National Uranium 
Resource Evaluation Survey. The project area shows amounts as high as 30 parts per 
million (ppm) and as low as 15 ppm, with samples in the surrounding region at 17 ppm 
and lower. Cobalt concentrations discussed would be considered a nutrient or trace. A 
trace amount in a sample has an average concentration of less than 100 ppm measured 
in atomic count, or less than 100 micrograms per gram. The median lethal dose (LD50) 
value of soluble cobalt salts has been estimated to be between 80 and 500 milligrams 
per kilogram. Thus, for a 50-kilogram person, the LD50 would be about 10 grams. 
Alkaline or neutral has no bearing on the hazardous nature of cobalt. Cobalt in nature is 
typically not a contaminant of concern and is an essential nutrient, needed by all 
animals including humans. It is a key constituent of cobalamin, also known as vitamin 
B12. Clarification has been added to the FEIS regarding this. 

419.18	 Trace elements amended in section 3.9. 
419.19	 Trace elements amended in section 3.9. 
419.20	 Trace elements amended in section 3.9. 
419.21	 Trace elements amended in section 3.9. 
419.22	 Surface water temperatures are primarily determined by solar input and wind mixing. 

Mitigation measures, described in the FEIS, will reduce phosphorus loading and keep 
phosphorus concentrations at preproject conditions. 

419.23	 It is common to subtract out those surface acres less than 5 feet deep; however, this was 
not done for this study because Reclamation’s recreation specialists used Reclamation’s 
Water Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (WROS) User’s Guidebook calculations of 
boating capacity. The guidebook bases its calculations on maximum pool—regardless 
of depth. 

420.01 Comment noted. 
421.01 Comment noted. 
422.01 Comment noted. 
423.01 Comment noted. 
424.01 Comment noted. 
425.01 Comment noted. 
426.01 Comment noted. 
427.01 Comment noted. 
428.01 Comment noted. 
429.01 Comment noted. 
430.01 Comment noted. 
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431.01 Comment noted. 
432.01 Comment noted. 
433.01 Comment noted. 
434.01 Comment noted. 
435.01 Comment noted. 
436.01 Comment noted. 
437.01 Comment noted. 
438.01 Comment noted. 
439.01 Comment noted. 
440.01 Comment noted. 
441.01 Comment noted. 
442.01 Comment noted. 
443.01 Comment noted. 
444.01 Comment noted. 
445.01 Comment noted. 
446.01 Comment noted. 
447.01 Comment noted. 
448.01 Comment noted. 
449.01 Comment noted. 
450.01 Comment noted. 
451.01 Comment noted. 
452.01 Comment noted. 
453.01 Comment noted. 
454.01 Comment noted. 
455.01 Comment noted. 
456.01 SWCD would be responsible for mitigation and compensation. The actual mitigation 

measures would need to be negotiated with the individual land and water right holders. 

456.02 Fencing of private lands may be a mitigation option. 
457.01 Comment noted. 
458.01 Comment noted. 
459.01 Comment noted. 
460.01 Comment noted. 
461.01 Comment noted. 
462.01 Comment noted. 
463.01 Comment noted. 
464.01 Comment noted. 
465.01 Comment noted. 
466.01 Comment noted. 
467.01 Comment noted. 
468.01 Comment noted. 
469.01 Comment noted. 
470.01 Comment noted. 
471.01 Comment noted. 
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472.01 Comment noted. 
473.01 Comment noted. 
474.01 Comment noted. 
475.01 Comment noted. 
476.01 Comment noted. 
477.01 Comment noted. 
478.01 Comment noted. 
479.01 Comment noted. 
480.01 Comment noted. 
481.01 Comment noted. 
482.01 Comment noted. 
483.01 Comment noted. 
484.01 Comment noted. 
485.01 Comment noted. 
486.01 Comment noted. 
487.01 Comment noted. 
488.01 Comment noted. 
489.01 Comment noted. 
490.01 Comment noted. 
491.01 Comment noted. 
492.01 Comment noted. 
493.01 Comment noted. 
494.01 Comment noted. 
495.01 Comment noted. 
496.01 Comment noted. 
497.01 Comment noted. 
498.01 Comment noted. 
499.01 Comment noted. 
500.01 Comment noted. 
501.01 Comment noted. 
502.01 Comment noted. 
503.01 Comment noted. 
504.01 Comment noted. 
505.01 Comment noted. 
506.01 Comment noted. 
507.01 Comment noted. 
508.01 Comment noted. 
509.01 Comment noted. 
510.01 We anticipate no discrepancies between the FEIS and the loan application. 
510.02 The recreational user days were recalculated by recreation specialists. See section 3.15. 

510.03 Visitation statistics were provided by the Utah Division of State Parks and Recreation. 
There is undoubtedly error in the statistics for Scofield Reservoir, as there are in all 
visitor counts. 
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510.04	 The recreational impacts were recalculated, but there were no firm data to use for the 
fishing days days on Upper Fish Creek, Lower Fish Creek, and the Price River below 
Scofield Reservoir. 

510.05	 This is net income for Sanpete County; it does not reflect any changes in Carbon 
County. 

510.06	 Section 3.1, Water Resources, was edited to try and clarify the situation. 
510.07	 Carbon County operates Scofield Reservoir, but we anticipate they will continue to 

operate as they have in their historic range of releases to the Price River. 
510.08	 See response 510.07. 
510.09	 Conservation pools are commonly applied to Reclamation reservoirs as a means to 

establish a minimum level that the reservoir would not be drawn below as a means to 
conserve the fishery resource. Agreements would be made with partnering agencies to 
establish this pool. 

510.10	 A position paper entitled “The Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery 
Program’s Position on the Role of the Price River in Recovery of Endangered Fish 
and the Need for Flow Management” was drafted during 2011.  The results of the 
draft study included having the RIP describe flow conditions they believe are 
conductive to Colorado pikeminnow use of the lower Price River, to investigate 
opportunities to protect existing flows and to avoid dewatering the lower Price River.  
The report is being finalized at this time.  Instream flow requirements are a function 
of Utah water law and beyond the scope of this FEIS. 

510.11	 The setback would be from the high water line on the west side of the reservoir. The 
high water line would be the normal operating level of the spillway. The north and east 
sides of the reservoir are USDA Forest Service public lands that are already protected, 
and the south side is developed private property. 

510.12	 The proposed Narrows Project relies on the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish 
Recovery Program as the reasonable and prudent alternative for depletion impacts. The 
RIP determines what actions to take with payments made to them under the Section 7 
consultation agreement process. 

510.13	 Water resource data were checked for accuracy and updated as appropriate. 
510.14	 According to the Scofield Reservoir TMDL approved by EPA in 2000, phosphorus is 

the primary pollutant of concern leading to water quality impairment. Mitigation 
measures for the adverse impacts to water quality on Scofield Reservoir are discussed in 
Section 3.3, Water Quality. Proposed mitigation measures would reduce phosphorus 
levels to preproject conditions. 

510.15	 Water resource data were checked for accuracy and updated as appropriate. 
510.16	 Yes, there will still be greater demand than supply for Sanpete County, even if the 

project is built. 
510.17	 The mitigation measures would be included in construction contracts and other agreements 
                  to ensure their implementation. Mitigation measures would be concurrent with project 
                  construction.  Should Reclamation fund the Narrows Project through the SRPA loan program 
                  and issue a license agreement for use of Federal land and environmental commitments are not 
                  kept, project funding and renewal of the license agreement could be withheld by Reclamation.  
                  In addition, the 404 Permit issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers could restrict filling
                  of the reservoir if environmental commitments are not met. 
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510.18	 SWCD’s proposal is for the larger reservoir; however, as clarified in chapter 1, 
Reclamation looked at whether a mid-sized or small reservoir would be reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed larger reservoir. 

510.19	 Constructing a road over a dam is an option. The Department of Homeland Security 
discourages constructing roads over high profile dams where large populations of 
people live below the dam. If properly designed and constructed, a road over a smaller 
dam is not a major concern. 

510.20	 On-farm conservation measures would be enforced by SWCD as part of the water 
subscription process (i.e., when irrigators submit an application to SWCD for 
project water, they would need to demonstrate that they have implemented water 
conservation practices on their farms). This would be verified by SWCD. However, 
this does not mean that all of the irrigated land within the project area would need to 
implement efficiency measures. Only those desiring a supplemental irrigation supply 
from the project. 

510.21	 Effects to fisheries in Scofield Reservoir and Lower Fish Creek are discussed in 
section 3.10 of the FEIS. 

510.22	 The mitigation measures would be included in construction contracts and other 
agreements to ensure their implementation. Mitigation measures would be concurrent 
with project construction.  Should Reclamation fund the Narrows Project through the 

                 SRPA loan program and issue a license agreement for use of Federal land and environmental 
                 commitments are not kept, project funding and renewal of the license agreement could be 
                 withheld by Reclamation.  In addition, the 404 Permit issued by the U.S. Army Corps of 
                 Engineers could restrict filling of the reservoir if environmental commitments are not met.  

510.23	 Measuring devices for Sanpete County were installed based on the 1984 Compromise 
Agreement. 

510.24	 The table is using the most updated numbers. The text has been changed to reflect this. 
510.25	 The purpose of the farm and crop data in this section of the FEIS is to give a 

socioeconomic overview of the areas involved. It is reasonable to use county-level data 
for this information. 

510.26	 The tunnel was rehabilitated in 2011; it was separated from the proposal. 
510.27	 It would be the responsibility of SWCD to operate and maintain the dam and 

reservoir. To some degree, approval of the loan would consider these factors. 
510.28	 The factors under which the loan would be reviewed and approved were clarified and 

added to the FEIS. 
510.29	 The Narrows Project would have minimal effects on the Price River. Historically, 

Carbon County has shut off the releases from Scofield Reservoir every year. The 
frequency or degree to which this would occur in the future is likely to continue. They 
have not made a commitment to change this historical operation. 

510.30	 Minimum flows would be released from the proposed reservoir, but no minimum flows 
have been established below Scofield Dam. Instream flows are a Utah water law issue 
and are beyond the scope of this FEIS. 

511.01	 Comment noted. 
512.01	 Comment noted. 
513.01	 Comment noted. 
514.01	 Comment noted. 
515.01	 Comment noted. 
516.01	 Comment noted. 
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517.01 Comment noted. 
518.01 Comment noted. 
519.01 Comment noted. 
520.01 Comment noted. 
521.01 Comment noted. 
522.01 Comment noted. 
523.01 Comment noted. 
524.01 Comment noted. 
525.01 Comment noted. 
526.01 Comment noted. 
527.01 Comment noted. 
528.01 Comment noted. 
529.01 Comment noted. 
530.01 Comment noted. 
531.01 Comment noted. 
532.01 Comment noted. 
533.01 Comment noted. 
534.01 Comment noted. 
535.01 Comment noted. 
536.01 Comment noted. 
537.01 Comment noted. 
538.01 Comment noted. 
539.01 Comment noted. 
540.01 Comment noted. 
541.01 Comment noted. 
542.01 Comment noted. 
543.01 Comment noted. 
544.01 Comment noted. 
545.01 Comment noted. 
546.01 Comment noted. 
547.01 Comment noted. 
548.01 Comment noted. 
549.01 Comment noted. 
550.01 Comment noted. 
551.01 Comment noted. 
552.01 Comment noted. 
553.01 Comment noted. 
554.01 Comment noted. 
555.01 Comment noted. 
556.01 Comment noted. 
557.01 Comment noted. 
558.01 Comment noted. 
559.01 Comment noted. 
560.01 Comment noted. 
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561.01 Comment noted. 
562.01 Comment noted. 
563.01 Comment noted. 
564.01 Comment noted. 
565.01 Comment noted. 
566.01 Comment noted. 
567.01 Comment noted. 
568.01 Comment noted. 
569.01 Comment noted. 
570.01 Comment noted. 
571.01 Comment noted. 
572.01 Comment noted. 
573.01 Comment noted. 
574.01 Comment noted. 
575.01 Comment noted. 
576.01 Comment noted. 
577.01 Comment noted. 
578.01 Comment noted. 
579.01 Comment noted. 
580.01 Comment noted. 
581.01 Comment noted. 
582.01 Comment noted. 
583.01 Comment noted. 
584.01 Comment noted. 
585.01 Comment noted. 
586.01 Comment noted. 
587.01 Comment noted. 
588.01 Comment noted. 
589.01 Comment noted. 
590.01 Comment noted. 
591.01 Comment noted. 
592.01 Comment noted. 
593.01 Comment noted. 
594.01 Comment noted. 
595.01 Comment noted. 
596.01 Comment noted. 
597.01 Comment noted. 
598.01 Comment noted. 
599.01 Comment noted. 
600.01 Comment noted. 
601.01 Comment noted. 
602.01 Comment noted. 
603.01 Comment noted. 
604.01 Comment noted. 
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605.01	 Comment noted. 
606.01	 Comment noted. 
607.01	 See other responses to seismic concerns. 
608.01	 Comment noted. 
609.01	 Comment noted. 
610.01	 Comment noted. 
611.01	 Comment noted. 
612.01	 Comment noted. 
613.01	 Comment noted. 
614.01	 Comment noted. 
615.01	 Comment noted. 
616.01	 Comment noted. 
617.01	 Comment noted. 
618.01	 Comment noted. 
619.01	 Comment noted. 
620.01	 Appendix B of the SDEIS was “Identification and Evaluation of Potential Dam Sites.” 

This appendix does not contain water quality information and was not used in the 
assessment of water quality effects of the Proposed Action. Section 3.3 is now the 
water quality section in the FEIS. 

620.02	 Reclamation acknowledges that the probability of fish kills may be increased due to 
implementation of the proposed project. However, new reservoir habitat would be 
created by the project, thus compensating for any adverse impacts to Scofield Reservoir 
and the fishery. 

620.03	 Mitigation measures for the adverse impacts to water quality on Scofield Reservoir are 
discussed in section 3.3. Mitigation measures proposed would reduce phosphorus 
levels to preproject conditions. According to the Scofield TMDL prepared by the Utah 
Division of Water Quality blue-green algae in the reservoir is caused by excessive 
nutrients such as phosphorus. Mitigation measures, which reduce phosphorus to 
preproject conditions, also should limit blue-green algae to preproject conditions. 

620.04	 An in-depth review of available water quality data and related reports was performed 
prior to preparing an eutrophication study that evaluated post-project phosphorus levels 
and changes to eutrophication potential of the reservoir. 

620.05	     Differences in precipitation are reflected in the yield statistics within the hydrology section 
                  of the FEIS (see section 3.1).  Further, the differences also are reflected in anticipated average 
                  yields of water rights described in the water rights section (see section 3.2.2.2).  Carbon County 
                  is a party to the 1984 Compromise Agreement and, as a result, likely has adjusted its water    
                  resource planning to the future diversion of water under that Agreement.

620.06	 SWCD would be responsible to see that these measuring devices are maintained and 
accurate. According to their proposal, remote control of the Narrows Tunnel operating 
gate would be provided to automatically regulate the releases through the tunnel. These 
controls would be coupled to an automated stream gauging station on Cottonwood 
Creek near the mouth of the canyon. The streamflow in Cottonwood Creek would be 
monitored constantly by these controls. 
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620.07	 The control, management, and monitoring of Utah’s water rights are outside of the 
scope of this FEIS. These functions are the responsibility of the Utah State Engineer 
and his staff. All flow measurements would be monitored by the River Commissioner 
to ensure that the Narrows Project would be operated in a manner consistent with its 
underlying water rights. If the loan and use of Federal land is approved and the project 
implemented, Carbon County water right holders who have concerns regarding the 
administration of the Narrow’s Project water rights should bring those concerns to the 
attention of the Utah State Engineer. The State Engineer is responsible for administering 
Utah’s water rights and could examine if there has been inappropriate interference 
between the Sanpete County and Carbon County water rights. In addition to the State 
Engineer, Carbon County water right holders could seek relief from the Utah Courts 
if they feel their water rights have been inappropriately impaired by the Sanpete 
County’s water rights. 

620.08	 The mitigation measures would be included in construction contracts and other 
agreements to ensure their implementation. Mitigation measures would be concurrent 
with project construction. Should Reclamation fund the Narrows Project through the 
SRPA loan program and issue a license agreement for use of Federal land and 
environmental commitments are not kept, project funding and renewal of the license 
agreement could be withheld by Reclamation. In addition, the 404 Permit issued by 
the USACE could restrict filling of the reservoir if environmental commitments are 

                  not met. 

620.09	 The type of measurement devices installed likely would be determined during the final 
design and construction of the project. Additionally, it is possible that these 
measurement devices may be changed and upgraded during the years the project is 
operational. Regardless of the measurement devices used, the State Engineer would 
require these devices to be reasonably accurate and to be placed at all important points 
of diversion and rediversion. The flow measurements recorded from these devices 
would be conveyed to the river commissioner and will be summarized in the 
Commissioner’s Annual Report. In addition to the requirements of the State Engineer, 
section 2.2.on design and operations states that automated flow measurement devices 
would be installed to collect data in real time using radio or satellite communications. 
These devices would measure flow at the following locations: discharges from 
Fairview Lakes, discharge from Narrows Dam to Gooseberry Creek, flow of 
Gooseberry Creek at USDA Forest Service campground, discharge from Narrows 
Tunnel, and flow of Cottonwood Creek near the mouth of the canyon. These data 
would be made available to the public on an Internet Web site. 

620.10	 All flow measurements would be monitored by the River Commissioner to ensure that 
the Narrows Project is operated in a manner consistent with its underlying water rights. 
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620.11 Concern is expressed regarding the removal of the past diversion structures to prevent 
excess water diversions. It appears this concern is a result of some confusion over the 
fact that the Narrows Project would divert an additional 5,400-acre-foot diversion above 
and beyond the existing diversions being made by Sanpete County water right holders. 
All water diversions would continue to be regulated by the State Engineer to ensure that 
they are consistent with the water rights involved. Additionally, the water diverted 
under the Narrows Project would be consistent to the conditions of the 1984 
Compromise Agreement. 

620.12 The costs in the FEIS are indexed from previous estimates.  Reclmation considered the 
                  economic impacts in the FEIS with available data at the time of writing.  Updated costs
                  are included in the SRPA loan application appended to the FEIS (appendix J).  
620.13 The text was changed in section 3.6. Should the dam be approved for construction, it 

would be built to appropriate Federal or State seismic standards—for example, Federal 
Guidelines for Dam Safety , FEMA, 2005; and Requirements for the Design, 
Construction, and Abandonment of Dams, UAC Rule R655-11, respectively. 

620.14 Implementation of proposed mitigation measures is expected to reduce phosphorus 
levels to preproject conditions, which also are expected to maintain algal growth at 
preproject conditions. 

621.01 Comment noted. 
622.01 Comment noted. 
623.01 Comment noted. 
624.01 Comment noted. 
625.01 Comment noted. 
626.01 Comment noted. 
627.01 Comment noted. 
628.01 Comment noted. 
629.01 Comment noted. 
630.01 Comment noted. 
631.01 Comment noted. 
632.01 Comment noted. 
633.01 Comment noted. 
634.01 Comment noted. 
635.01 Comment noted. 
636.01 Comment noted. 
637.01 Comment noted. 
638.01 Comment noted. 
639.01 Comment noted. 
640.01 Comment noted. 
641.01 Comment noted. 
642.01 Comment noted. 
643.01 Comment noted. 
644.01 Comment noted. 
645.01 Comment noted. 
646.01 Comment noted. 



Narrows Project 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Appendix H - Responses 

647.01 Comment noted. 
648.01 Comment noted. 
649.01 Comment noted. 
650.01 Comment noted. 
651.01 Comment noted. 
652.01 Comment noted. 
653.01 Comment noted. 
654.01 Comment noted. 
655.01 Comment noted. 
656.01 Comment noted. 
657.01 Comment noted. 
658.01 Purpose and need was clarified per this comment. 
658.02 The organization for chapter 3 was reordered; it is now physical, natural (by trophic 

level), cultural, and socioeconomic. 
658.03 The reference was added in several sections. 
659.01 Comment noted. 
660.01 Comment noted. 
661.01 Comment noted. 
662.01 Comment noted. 
663.01 Comment noted. 
664.01 Comment noted. 
665.01 Comment noted. 
666.01 Comment noted. 
667.01 Comment noted. 
668.01 Comment noted. 
669.01 Comment noted. 
670.01 Comment noted. 
671.01 Comment noted. 
672.01 Comment noted. 
673.01 Our hydrologists do not believe this is possible. 
674.01 Comment noted. 
675.01 Duplicate comments in letter 75. 
676.01 Comment noted. 
677.01 Comment noted. 
678.01 Comments are addressed in similar letter 80. 
679.01 Comment noted. 
680.01 Comment noted. 
681.01 Comment noted. 
682.01 Sandra did not provided documentation to Reclamation. See section 3.2. Reclamation 

consulted with the State engineer to identify the existing water right. 

683.01 Comment noted. 
684.01       Comment noted.  See section 1.4.1 of the FEIS. 
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684.02	 The statement in the FEIS that impacts to water quality are minor has been edited. 

684.03	 The effects to Carbon County’s drinking water system are believed to be negligible. 
See Section 3.3, Water Quality. 

684.04	 Recreational user days were recalculated. See section 3.15. 
684.05	     

684.06	 The water quality data presented in the EIS was the most current available through the 
EPA STORET Web site at the time of the writing and editing of the document in 2010. 
As shown in the footnotes of tables in the water quality section at 3.3, data through 
2007 are represented. The eutrophication study and evaluation of phosphorus levels 
was based on data through 2005. 

684.07	 Implementation of proposed mitigation measures is expected to reduce phosphorus 
levels to preproject conditions, which also are expected to maintain algal growth at 
preproject conditions. Drinking water treatment costs would not be expected to be 
affected if water quality is maintained at preproject conditions. Additionally, Scofield 
Reservoir was enlarged to mitigate any potential adverse effects of the Proposed 
Action; therefore, any potential impacts are already mitigated in part by the reservoir 
enlargement. 

685.01	 This is a duplicate letter; see letter 81. 
686.01	 Reclamation believes it has adequately scoped this environmental analysis and notes 

that the scoping process has continued throughout the process, even though there was a 
formal end to the scoping period. Over the years, Reclamation has made diligent efforts 
to involve the public in the NEPA process, including scoping, providing the public 
opportunity to comment and raise concerns at public hearings. The public has been 
provided notice of the availability of environmental documents and given the 
opportunity to comment. 

 

Updated information is in the appended loan application (appendix J).  In compliance  
with the U.S. Department of the Interior NEPA regulations at 43 CFR 46.125, bureaus 

                     must consider all costs to obtain information.  These costs include monetary costs as 
                     well as other nonmonetized costs when appropriate, such as social costs, delays, 
                     opportunity costs, and nonfulfillment or nontimely fulfillment of statutory mandates. 

686.02	      Section 4.3 of the FEIS describes how previous comments were addressed and incorporated
                  into the FEIS.  After the 1995 Record of Decision was rescinded, a new DEIS was prepared, 
                  beginning in 1996, and was published in 1998.  Comments were received on that DEIS  
                  (and public hearings were held to receive comments); those comments were analyzed and 
                  responded to, and the 1998 DEIS was revised based on input from those comments.  Since a 
                  decision was made in 2003 to prepare this SDEIS in lieu of publishing a FEIS based on the 
                  1998 DEIS, it should be noted that the SDEIS does capture revisions made earlier based on 
                  public comments and input.
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686.05	 The purpose and need section has been clarified to explain that Reclamation’s action is 
making a decision on the loan application and use of Federal land. In addition, 
Reclamation analyzed the size of the reservoir to ensure a reasonable range of alternatives 
and to enable USACE to determine the LEDPA.  SWCD's proposal is to build a reservoir
to store its water supply—this is not Reclamation’s proposal. The aquifer recharge 
alternative was provided to SWCD, and analyzed in the SDEIS. The USACE is a 
cooperating agency on this NEPA analysis, and they will be responsible for compliance
 related to the Clean Water Act and the 404 Permit. 

686.06	 Effects on Carbon County resources were considered by the EIS team throughout the FEIS.  
See section 3.2.2.2 of the FEIS.  The effect on Carbon County of the diversion of 5,400 acre-feet 
annually out of the basin likely will be minimal for the following reasons.  First, the Scofield 
Dam was not designed to use the transbasin diversion water.  The Narrows Reservoir would 
store flows associated with spring runoff that would otherwise be unable to be stored legally in 
Scofield Reservoir. As a result, the diversion of 5,400 acre-feet to Sanpete County would not 
result in a loss of an equivalent amount in reservoir yield.  The reduced yield in Scofield 
Reservoir is much smaller.  Second, the water diverted from Carbon County first will be 
removed from its least productive uses (e.g., the cultivation of marginal lands).  As a result, 
the loss in revenue will be minimized.  Third, the Colorado River Water Quality Improvement 
Program is sponsoring the construction of various pipelines in Carbon County in an effort to 
reduce salt loading.  These projects will result in water savings that will offset the effect of 
the transbasin diversion.  Finally, the water scheduled for transbasin diversion to Sanpete County 
under the 1984 Compromise Agreement was only available for use in Carbon County on a 
temporary basis.  Under appropriate water management practices, it should not be earmarked 
for a permanent use—such as municipal use or fire protection.  As temporary water, it should be 
used only for irrigation.
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The loan application is updated by SWCD and appended to this FEIS (appendix J). At the 
time it was prepared and this EIS written, the requirement was only 5.5 on the Richter 
Scale. Should the loan and use of the land be approved and the project proceed, 
as noted in comment 1.02, the final design would need to meet the standards at that time. 

686.04	 

Prior to design of the Narrows Dam and appurtenant structures, a seismic study, as outlined 
in the Federal and Utah State Guidelines, would be conducted for the dam and reservoir site 
that reflects the current standard of care prescribed. Additional geologic field evaluation and 
assessment of the dam and reservoir site would be completed that addresses the proximal 
active faults associated with the site, and further characterizes the earth materials underlying 
the dam site, reservoir, and reservoir rim to evaluate engineering properties to ensure 
adequate design of features associated with the dam and reservoir. Designs would incorporate 
maximum accelerations associated with natural and/or manmade seismic events that are 
determined or probable that could potentially occur in the area. Mitigation for other potential 
geologic hazards also would be integrated into design. An environmental commitment has been 
added to appendix G of the FEIS requiring this seismic study.  	 

686.03	 
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690.02 Total organic carbon data collected by the Utah Division of Water Quality from 
1979–1991 does not support this conclusion. TOC data collected at Scofield Reservoir 
indicated higher concentrations were present in the reservoir during 1980–1981 and 
1984–1985 when the reservoir was near capacity. Data collected during 1989–1991, 
when the reservoir’s capacity was much less, have lower TOC concentrations. Similar 
patterns for TOC data are observed for data collected from the Price River above 
Willow Creek (STORET ID 7932810). 

690.03 Comment noted; the public safety section was expanded to highlight public health 
issues related to drinking water. 

690.04 The FEIS has been edited in section 3.3 to reflect the impacts increased phosphorus 
would have on other resources, including culinary water. Also, the use of municipal 
drinking water was addressed in Section 3.19, Public Safety. 

691.01 Comments addressed in similar letter 620. 
692.01 Comment noted. 
693.01 Comments addressed in similar letter 67. 
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Water quality is evaluated and discussed in section 3.3 of the FEIS.  Mitigation measures 
for the adverse impacts to water quality on Scofield Reservoir are discussed as well. 
Mitigation measures proposed would reduce phosphorus levels and eutrophication 
potential to preproject conditions. Anaerobic conditions develop as oxygen is depleted 
from the water column, typically near the bottom. The proposed alternative reduces 
the volume of the reservoir, on average, which also would decrease stratification. When 
the reservoir is not stratified, the likelihood of anaerobic or anoxic conditions are reduced. 

690.01	 

The Narrows Project's underlying water rights and the corresponding sources and
amounts of water are described in sections 1.3 and 3.2 of the FEIS. The non-Federal
Narrow’s water rights have a 1941 priority date that makes them senior to the Flaming 
Gorge Reservoir, Central Utah Project, and many other water rights in the Colorado 
River Basin. 

689.02	 

Comment noted; no response required because this is an ongoing effect of chlorine 
treatment. 

689.01	 
Comment noted. 688.01	 

The FEIS discloses the effects to water quality from Scofield Reservoir, the fishery, 
and the effects on the Price River Water Improvement District. The EIS team could not 
find any evidence that treatment costs would change for the water users, nor did the 
team find any evidence that there would be additional treatments required should the 
project be implemented. 

687.02	 

Water quality impacts to Scofield Reservoir from the Proposed Action are described in 
section 3.3. 

687.01	 

686.07	  Climate change is discussed in section 1.7, issue 20 of the FEIS.  As stated there, climate 
change models have not been developed with sufficient detail or sensitivity to capture small 
projects such as the proposed Narrows Project, which involves storage and distribution of only
5,400 acre-feet of water per year.  At this time without downscaled models addressing climate 
change at this project level, a meaningful analysis of a small project cannot be achieved.  
Reclamation is working on climate change modeling for the entire Colorado River Basin.  
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	628. BRAD VANDYKE
	629. LARRY VEENKER 
	630. LANNY WAKEFIELD 
	631. BROOKS WALH 
	632. ROBERT WALSH
	633. ROXEY WASHBURN 
	634. A. KAYE WATSON 
	635. JEFF AND LAURA WATSON 
	636. R. DENNIS WATSON 
	637. GERALD AND SHAUNA WAYMAN
	638. BARBARA WHEELER 
	639. KATERINA WHEELER 
	640. MONT WHEELER 
	641. DARRELL WHITE (MAY 20, 2010) 
	642. DARRELL WHITE (MAY 21, 2010) 
	643. LUDEAN WHITE 
	644. RONALD WHITELEY 
	645. SCOTT WHITMAN 
	646. RODNEY WILDE 
	647. ERNIE WILLIAMS 
	648. CHRIS WILLIAMS 
	649. JAMES AND KAY WILLIAMS 
	650. WILLIAM WILLIAMSON 
	651. BRADLEY WINN 
	652. RICHARD WINN
	653. BARBARA WINTCH 
	654. ELMO AND JO ANN WINWARD 
	655. NORMA WOCKNITZ 
	656. ELIZABETH WOODARD 
	657. JON WOODARD 
	658. CATHY WOODWARD
	659. NED WORTHINGTON 
	660. ROBERT AND SANDY WRIGHT 
	661. ANITA YARDLEY
	662. BRET YARDLEY 
	663. CYNTHIA YARDLEY 
	664. GENE YARDLEY 
	665. JANN YARDLEY 
	666. JAY YARDLEY 
	667. RUSSELL YARDLEY 
	668. TRAVIS YARDLEY 
	669. GAY ZABRISKIE (MAY 29, 2010, 8:53 P.M.) 
	670. GAY ZABRISKIE (MAY 29, 2010, 9:01 P.M.) 
	671. GLEN ZUMWALT 
	672. JUDY ZUMWALT 
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	673. WILLIAM FUNK
	674. MIRIAM MASON
	675. JACK MCALLISTER, FAIRVIEW LAND AND LIVESTOCK COMPANY, PRESIDENT 
	676. DAVE MCGINN 
	677. MORONI IRRIGATION COMPANY, REED RAWLINS, PRESIDENT 
	678. PACIFICCORP, CODY ALLRED, WATER RESOURCES ENGINEER
	679. LARRY SCHLAPPI 
	680. MIKE SCHLAPPI 
	681. TRINKER IRRIGATION COMPANY, GLEN PEEL, PRESIDENT 

	PUBLIC HEARINGS, Price, Utah – April 29, 2010 
	682. SANDRA CALLOR 
	683. WILLIAM D. KROMPEL, CARBON COUNTY COMMISSIONER 
	684. MIKE MILOVICH 
	685. PACIFICCORP, CODY ALLRED, WATER RESOURCES ENGINEER 
	686. PARSONS, BEHLE, AND LATIMER, MIKE MALMQUIST, NEPA ATTORNEY 
	687. PRICE CITY, JOE PICCOLO, MAYOR 
	688. PRICE CITY, GARY SONNTAG, PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR
	689. PRICE RIVER WATER IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT, JEFF RICHINS, DISTRICT MANAGER 
	690. PRICE RIVER WATER IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT, KEN SNOOK 
	691. LYNNA TOPOLOVEC
	692. UTAH STATE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, REPRESENTATIVE CHRISTINE  WATKINS, DISTRICT 69 
	693. UTAH RIVERS COUNCIL, ROSALIE WOOLSHLAGE, STAFF ATTORNEY 
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	694. BLAKE HOWCROFT 
	695. UTAH SYSTEM OF HIGHER EDUCATION, CAMERON MARTIN, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING 
	696. UTAH VALLEY UNIVERSITY, EXERCISE SCIENCE AND OUTDOOR RECREATION MANAGEMENT, M. VINSON MINER 
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